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EUROPEAN UNION ON RESOURCING INDI CATORS, RECEIVED ON 30 JUNE 2011 

 

EU submission on indicators for monitoring the implementation of the strategy for resource 

mobilization based on its mission and eight goals (COPX/3, §7) 

29 June 2011 

 

In Decision COPX/3, COP invited Parties, other Governments and levels of governments, relevant 

international organizations, and civil-society organizations, in response to the indicators contained in 

paragraph 7 of the decision, and other information pertinent to the indicators, to submit information not 

later than 30 June 2011 for the Executive Secretary to compile and present a synthesis of this information. 

 

In CBD Notification 2011-061 the Executive Secretary (SCBD) indicates that this information should be 

provided by 31 July 2011. This information will enable the SCBD to give methodological guidance on the 

use of the 15 indicators.  

 

General remarks 

Á In COP 10 Decision X/3, the COP requested the Executive Secretary to compile information from all 

sources including but not limited to the Biodiversity Indicator Partnership to give methodological 

guidance to the fifteen resource mobilisation indicators including collaborating with OECD/DAC and 

informed by the work of the AHTEG on indicators for the Strategic Plan of the Convention for the 

period 2011-2020. The EU and its Member States are committed to their engagement made at the 10
th
 

meeting of the Conference of the Parties in October 2010. We are convinced of the need to better 

quantify the resource flows, to identify gaps and to explore options for an improved and more 

efficient use of available resources in order to effectively meet the objectives of the CBD. To do so it 

is essential to develop a common methodology to apply the indicators for the Strategy for Resource 

Mobilization and we therefore consider that this exercise is critical to provide a solid basis for the 

adoption of resource mobilisation targets.  

Given the complexity of the matter, establishing robust baselines and an effective reporting 

framework will depend on thorough preparations and we are therefore concerned that while in the 

Decision X/3, 8(b) the deadline for the submission is set for 30 June 2011, the Notification 2011-061 

is setting a new deadline for 31 July 2011. In order not to jeopardize preparations, this extension of 

the deadline should not delay the already extremely tight process ahead of COP11. 

Á The development of the methodology for the application of indicators and its implementation by 

Parties is of utmost importance in the context of the Resource Mobilisation Strategy, especially for 

allowing the establishment of robust baselines and an effective, meaningful and reliable reporting 

framework. It will be therefore important to receive guidance as soon as possible. In particular 

clarification is needed regarding questions related to the overlaps, as well as the meaning and use of 

certain indicators.   

Á We furthermore look forward to any advice to be provided by the AHTEG on the further 

development of the indicators for measuring progress in the achievements of the 2020 targets of the 

Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 and in particular target 20, based, inter alia, on the 

indicators agreed through Decision X/3. Also the discussions of the AHTEG on indicators for some 

of the other targets, e.g. related to harmful subsidies, could provide very valuable information for our 

discussions. It will be important to connect both discussions in order to maximize the mutual benefit 

and avoid overlap or contradictions under these separate discussions on COP10 decisions. 

Á As a general principle, the EU and its Member States promote using already available and/or 

generated information by other institutions and processes in order to keep the burden of reporting for 
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the Parties at a minimum, and to encourage multilateral institutions to improve their reporting on this 

issue.  

The EU and its Member States believe that it is important to learn from other processes. Considerable 

work is currently carried out on the monitoring and tracking of climate finance and in particular its 

use. The challenges in tracking climate funding from different sources are similar to the challenges 

the CBD is facing in monitoring biodiversity financing. It needs to be ensured that monitoring 

approaches of different processes are harmonised in order to ensure consistency and minimise the 

reporting burden for Parties. 

In that regard, the EU and its Member States also noted that there might be several overlaps between 

the indicators which could limit their cost-effective application in a timely manner. Therefore, to 

avoid multiplication of work, we would encourage using existing systems whenever possible for 

generating data for reporting on the indicators. 

Á Decision X/3 requests the SCBD to provide guidelines for the establishment of a baseline year 8§ 

(e)). In order to identify robust baselines at COP 11, it will be necessary to prepare for this during the 

Working Group on the Review of Implementation (WGRI4). The EU and its Member States were 

pleased to see that in notifications 2011-071 and 2011- 070, information on the implementation of the 

Strategy for Resource Mobilisation and in particular for the development of targets is requested to 

support our deliberations at WGRI4.  

In this regard we also believe that an electronic consultation in general on the guidance/methodology and 

specifically on the determination of baselines before WGRI4 could further contribute to our deliberations 

at WGRI4 and at COP11.  

 

Decision X/3, §7: the 15 indicators 

 

The EU and its Member States have reviewed the 15 indicators and would like to provide the following 

comments on certain indicators for the development of the guidance by the SCBD:  

- Indicator 1 - Aggregated financial flows, in the amount and where relevant percentage, of 

biodiversity-related funding, per annum, for achieving the Conventionôs three objectives, in a 

manner that avoids double counting, both in total and in, inter alia, the following categories:  

(a)   Official Development Assistance (ODA); 

(b)  Domestic budgets at all levels; 

(c)   Private sector; 

(d)  Non-governmental organizations, foundations, and academia; 

(e)   International financial institutions;  

(f)   United Nations organizations, funds and programmes; 

(g)   Non-ODA public funding;  

(h)  South-South cooperation initiatives; 

(i)   Technical cooperation 

Several of the sub-items under the first indicator could provide overlapping results. The guidance 

from the SCBD should therefore foresee a methodology to avoid this. A matrix approach could be 

developed, which would display the contribution of each indicator to information on biodiversity 

financing, and areas of duplication. In view of the apparent overlap of the indicators the EU and its 

Member States suggest to consider a further consolidation of the current set of indicators. Regarding 

indicator 1(a): the Rio markers as designed by the OECD/DAC are used by most donor countries to 

monitor Official Development Assistance (ODA) but they cannot provide adequate quantitative 

information, regarding ODA. These markers do not allow reliable quantification of funding that 

benefits biodiversity as a co benefit of other purposes. The system in place therefore does not provide 



UNEP/CBD/COP/11/14/INF/6 

Page 5 

 

 

enough information regarding the amount of funding. The possibilities and challenges of using 

OECD/DAC statistics as an indicator have been well described by the Biodiversity Indicator 

Partnership
1
.  The OECD/DAC system uses accounting methods used by the private sector, and it has 

therefore the potential to incorporate private sector commitments, in addition to ODA. A discussion 

on refining the Rio markers, and make them more directly useful in this context, should be suggested 

to the OECD, as requested in Decision X/3 §8 (d) and §12. The EU and its Member States believe 

that this could be taken up by members of the OECD directly as well as through a closer cooperation 

between the CBD Secretariat and the OECD/DAC. We therefore feel that it would be beneficial for 

this process if the SCBD could start discussions with the OECD/DAC in order to explore possible 

ways for generating more adequate quantitative data. 

The EU and its Member States would like to highlight that considerable expert work on the indicator 

"Official Development Assistance provided in support of the Convention" has already been carried 

out in the framework of the CBD over the past years. The methodological guidance should be 

developed on the basis of the existing experience and in co-operation with the Biodiversity Indicator 

Partnership and the OECD.  

Given the urgency of collecting quantitative information before COP11, it will be crucial to receive 

information from recipient countries on amounts of ODA and other public funding for biodiversity 

and how it was spend. As explained above the OECD/DAC system does not allow such reporting. 

Furthermore this will be in line with the commitment made in the Paris Declaration on Aid 

Effectiveness to strengthen public financial management capacity and report on budget execution.  

Regarding indicator 1(c) on the private sector we would welcome if the CBD methodological 

guidance on the use of the 15 indicators could contain general guidelines on the involvement of 

private sector and promotion of public-private collaboration.  

It is important to also pay enough attention to the indirect financial flows, in particular from key 

sectors for biodiversity. However, current indicators for sectoral funds are very seldom sensitive 

enough for biodiversity and at best cover óenvironmental factorsô. It will be necessary to identify the 

biodiversity spending in key sectors (e.g. agriculture, forestry, tourism, fisheries, research) as this is 

crucial information to further develop a sustainable funding basis for biodiversity. The importance of 

the issue is receiving more and more attention but collecting the information has proven very 

difficult. To counter this, some efforts are ongoing within the EU (e/g. the Classification of 

Environmental Protection Activities and Expenditure 2000, CEPA 2000) improvement of tracking 

tools for biodiversity related spending in sectoral funds
 2
) but they will need to be taken up on a wider 

scale to look for and encourage indirect benefits for biodiversity from financial flows that have a 

broader scope. The lack of standardised approaches for defining biodiversity expenditures leads to 

significant challenges in tracking overall biodiversity funding and needs to be addressed. 

 

- Indicator 2 - Number of countries that have: 

(a) Assessed values of biodiversity, in accordance with the Convention; 

(b) Identified and reported funding needs, gaps and priorities; 

(c) Developed national financial plans for biodiversity;  

(d) Been provided with the necessary funding and capacity building to undertake the 

above activities 

                                                 
1
  http://www.bipindicators.net/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=v%2fCkif8Ig30%3d&tabid=116 

2
  CEPA 2000: European method for classifying biodiversity spending. This is a generic classification for 

environmental protection. It is used to classify activities, products, real spending and other operations at the 

European level. 
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Regarding indicator 2 sub-items (a), (b), (c) and (d), the EU and its Member States would suggest to 

the SCBD to develop a questionnaire together with guidelines that would help Parties in their 

reporting.  

It will be important to identify exactly what is measured here and how the information will be used to 

monitor the effect of the specified measures with regard to resource mobilisation. 

- Indi cator 3 - Amount of domestic financial support, per annum, in respect of those domestic 

activities which are intended to achieve the objectives of this Convention 

It is necessary to clarify the difference between indicator 3 and 1 (b). 

Regarding indicator on domestic budget/financial support, the SCDB could take on board 

methodological inputs from the CEPA 2000, where relevant.   

- Indicator 4 - Amount of funding provided through the Global Environment Facility and 

allocated to biodiversity focal area 

While monitoring the amount of funding provided through the GEF and allocated to biodiversity 

focal area is needed, funding allocated to other focal areas of GEF, such as the international waters 

focal area, can also contribute to biodiversity. Therefore, we suggest that guidelines and 

methodologies are provided in order to monitor also this funding allocated through other focal areas 

of the GEF. This is a similar approach as what is described under Indicator 1 regarding the need to 

look at indirect benefits for biodiversity of financial flows with a broader scope.  

- Indicator 5 - Level of CBD and Partiesô support to other financial institutions that promote 

replication and scaling-up of relevant successful financial mechanisms and instruments 

The EU and its Member States see a couple of methodological challenges in relation to this indicator 

and believes it to be very important that the guidance provided by the SCBD provides an indication 

of how to interpret "level of support", "other financial institutions", "replication and scaling-up" and 

"successful financial mechanisms and instruments", in order to develop a common understanding.  

- Indicator 6 - Number of international financing institutions, United Nations organizations, 

funds and programmes, and the development agencies that report to the Development 

Assistance Committee of Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

(OECD/DAC), with biodiversity and associated ecosystem services as a cross-cutting policy 

The EU and its Member States are of the view that the SCBD should analyse and utilize available 

information from relevant organizations (OECD, Global Indicator Partnership, UNDP, World Bank). 

The annual questionnaire on Financing for Development that provides the basis for the report on 

"Enhancing EU Accountability on Financing for Development: towards the EU Official Development 

Assistance Peer Review ï Annual Report 2011" EU Member States and the European Commission 

where asked whether biological diversity and its associated ecosystem services were considered a 

cross-cutting or sectoral policy issue in development co-operation. (Their answers can be found here: 

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/accountability/eu-annual-accountability-

reports/country_answers_en.htm) 

- Indicator 8 and 9  

- Number of South-South cooperation initiatives conducted by developing country Parties and 

those that may be supported by other Parties and relevant partners, as a complement to 

necessary North-South cooperation 
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- Amount and number of South-South and North-South technical cooperation and capacity 

building initiatives that support biodiversity  

What is the added value of indicators 8 & 9 compared to indicators 1(h) and 1(i)? We would suggest 

that given the fact that this is about aggregated financial flows, the sub items 1 (h) and 1 (i) do not 

need separate action. When applying the indicators, it might be better to combine all 4 to avoid 

repetition of data and work.  

- Indicator 11 and 12  

Amount of financial resources from all sources from developed countries to developing countries 

to contribute to achieving the Conventionôs objectives; 

Amount of financial resources from all sources from developed countries to developing countries 

towards the implementation of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 

The view of the EU and its Member States is that these are identical indicators and thus should not be 

dealt with separately.  

- Indicator 13 - Resources mobilized from the removal, reform or phase-out of incentives, 

including subsidies, harmful to biodiversity, which could be used for the promotion of positive 

incentives, including but not limited to innovative financial mechanisms, that are consistent and 

in harmony with the Convention and other international obligations, taking into account 

national social and economic conditions 

We would like to stress particularly the need to ensure the connection with the outcomes of the 

AHTEG on indicators, in particular for Target 3 of the Strategic Plan 2011-2020. 

In 2008 the European Commission commissioned a study on the identification and assessment of 

environmental harmful subsidies
3
. Its findings are relevant for the development of guidance related to 

indicator 13. 

- Indicator 14 - Number of initiatives, and respective amounts, supplementary to the financial 

mechanism established under Article 21, that engage Parties and relevant organizations in new 

and innovative financial mechanisms, which consider intrinsic values and all other values of 

biodiversity, in accordance with the objectives of the Convention and the Nagoya Protocol on 

Access to Genetic Resources and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of the Benefits Arising out of 

Their Utilization  

The SCBD should be able to aggregate relevant information for this indicator from the submissions 

on innovative financial mechanisms.  

 

                                                 
3
  http://ec.europa.eu/environment/enveco/taxation/pdf/Harmful%20Subsidies%20Report.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/enveco/taxation/pdf/Harmful%20Subsidies%20Report.pdf
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FINLAND AND UN ITED KINGDOM, RECEIV ED ON 3 AUGUST 2011 

 

Notification of a Scoping Study Underway to Review the Feasibility of the Adopted Indicators for 

Implementation of the Strategy on Resource Mobilization of the Convention on Biological Diversity 

 

In the CBD Notification dated the 18
th
 March 2011, the Executive Secretary invited Parties, other 

Governments, relevant international organizations, and civil society organizations to submit views and 

comments on the 15 indicators identified in paragraph 7 of decision X/3 by 31 July 2011. This is a 

combined letter from the Finnish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Finnish Ministry of the Environment and 

the UK Department of Environmental and Rural Affairs (Defra), to announce that financial support has 

been provided for a scoping study review to be undertaken on the 15 adopted indicators.  

 

The study is being conducted by UNEP-WCMC and will review the feasibility of the adopted indicators 

by assessing the availability of data at different scales, the existing capacity for indicator reporting, and 

the lessons learnt from similar processes. A copy of the Terms of Reference for the study has been 

provided along with this letter. The CBD Secretariat has already been notified of the work and various 

staff members form part of a specialist advisory group for the study.   

 

A first draft report of the scoping study will be available at the beginning of September 2011 and will be 

directly shared with the Executive Secretary so that it may feed into consultations regarding the adopted 

indicators.  We hope that this useful report will significantly assist the Executive Secretary in providing 

methodological guidance on the indicators, as stated in paragraph 8(d). 
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JAPAN, RECEIVED ON 23 AUGUST 2011  

 

Submission of views concerning  

Strategy for resource mobilization from JAPAN 

Introduction  

With reference to the Notification SCBD/ITS/RS/fb/75381, pursuant to paragraph 8 (b) of Decision X/3, 

the Government of Japan submits its views on Strategy for resource mobilization.  Japan wishes that the 

following views would contribute to the creation of methodological guideline on indicators and 

subsequent discussions. 

 

(1) Aggregated financial flows, in the amount and where relevant percentage, of biodiversity-

related funding, per annum, for achieving the Convention's three objectives, in a manner that 

avoids double counting, both in total and in, inter alia, following categories: 

 

(a) Official Development Assistance (ODA); 
Rio marker 

With regards to the DAC Countries, OECD-DAC provides detailed data of ñRio markerò on Biodiversity-

related assistance.  Japan considers this data as an efficient method to grasp the financial flow of 

biodiversity-related ODA. 

 

ODA from non-DAC countries 

The ODA contribution from non-DAC countries has increased its importance.  Therefore, the amount of 

ODA from non-DAC countries should be taken into consideration, in discussing financial flow of ODA in 

biodiversity.  The calculation method of Rio marker could be applied to this purpose with necessary 

changes. 

 

Mainstreaming biological diversity 

In order to expand financial flows on biodiversity, it is advisable to mainstream biodiversity in ODA 

policies of the Party.  Therefore, it is desirable that method and specific examples of mainstreaming 

biodiversity in ODA policies are presented in the guideline. 

 

The Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA) has been providing support to enhance public 

knowledge and to raise awareness of biodiversity conservation through environmental education and 

other methods with a view to ñmainstreaming biodiversityò.  At the COP 10, JICA organized ñthe High 

Level Forum on Biodiversity in Development Cooperation in Nagoyaò whose objective was to 

mainstream biodiversity in process of development assistance. 

 

(b) Domestic budgets at all levels; 
It is expected that ñdomestic budgetsò on biodiversity are aggregated at all levels of government, 

including national, prefectural and municipal levels.  However, further efforts are required to aggregate 

the amount of budget at all levels, since the level of consideration on biodiversity is different at each level 

of local government.  Also, as methods of aggregation of domestic budgets could vary with countries, it 

should be noted that the simple aggregation of submitted data from each Party is not necessarily useful.  

Therefore, in order to set the robust baseline, further researches and discussions would be needed. 

 

It is also important to establish and enhance collaboration mechanisms for each municipality in the field 

of biodiversity.  Such initiatives are ongoing in Japan and have been proven effective in grasping 

financial flows which are increasing steadily in the field of biodiversity. 
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In November 2009, the ñLocal Government Conference on Biodiversity 2009ò was held in Nagoya, Aichi 

Prefecture, with the participation of 103 local governments in Japan.  As a result of the series of these 

initiatives, municipalities have identified common areas of concerns and intensified the exchange of 

information in these areas, which contributed to the mainstreaming of biodiversity related policies. 

 

Japan considers, in light of the complexity in grasping the trend of financial flows on biodiversity at each 

local level, utilizing existing mechanisms regarding local level initiatives such as ICLEI (International 

Council for Local Environmental Initiatives) could be recommended.  It is recommendable that the CBD 

secretariat requests ICLEI to establish a system (or mechanism) to grasp financial flows on biodiversity in 

order to gather the information on the trend of related financial flows in local levels. 

 

(c) Private Sector; 

Japan considers that categorization, summarization and information gathering related to biodiversity in 

private sector is required to figure out the aggregated financial flows of private sector comprehensively.  

Since methods of aggregation of private sector capitals could be vary with countries/organizations, it 

should be noted that the simple aggregation of submitted data on this indicator from each Party is not 

necessarily useful, but further researches and discussions on qualitative level of each case will be needed 

to set the robust baseline.   

 

Japan considers that information on national experiences or best practices of the private sector will greatly 

contribute to the implementation of the Convention.  In this context, it is recommended for Party to 

formulate a platform for promotion of private participation at national level or to adopt an initiative 

toward comprehensive private participation.  The Government of Japan formulated ñGuidelines for 

Private Sector Engagement in Biodiversityò.  Under this platform, specific initiative named ñPrivate 

Sector Engagement Initiative on Biodiversityò was adopted from the standpoint to promote the 

participation of various types of companies including small and medium-sized ones, and information on 

many such cases and experiences have been accumulated.   

 

(d) Non-governmental organizations, foundations, and academia; 
It is advisable that Parties create an agency or a system to collect information or data on NGO, which 

promotes biodiversity conservation.  Regarding NGO activities, in Japan, Environmental Restoration and 

Conservation Agency of Japan (ERCA) is collecting data on NGOs activities in the environmental area.   

According to its data, among relevant 4,532 organizations, 2,208 (44.30% of the total) are active in the 

field of environmental education, which can be regarded as contributive to biodiversity; 1,792 (39.54%) 

are active in nature protection; and 1,220 (26.91%) are active in forest conservation.   

 

As for the number of NGOs and their financial scales in each country, it is necessary to address the scope 

of data collection as well as the nature of activities.   

 

(e) International financial institutions;  

With a view to aggregate financial flows of international financial institutions, Japan recommends the 

CBD Secretariat to summarize information on related institutions and funds or financial mechanisms 

managed by those institutions, rather than asking Party to submit their information.  It is advisable that the 

CBD secretariat pursues new contributing opportunities, formulating a guideline which leads each Party 

to follow and contribute to good practices.  The Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF) and the 

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) may be worth mentioning for this purpose as cases that Japan 

is contributing to biodiversity and related matters through the World Bank.   

 

(f) United Nations organizations, funds and programmes; 

The CBD secretariat would be able to collect data, funds and programmes from these organizations.   

 



UNEP/CBD/COP/11/14/INF/6 

Page 11 

 

 

(g) Non-ODA public funding;  
It is understood that ñnon-ODA public fundingò means ñother official flows (OOF)ò, OECD defines OOF 

as ñTransactions by the official sector with countries on the List of Aid Recipients which do not meet the 

conditions for eligibility as Official Development Assistance or Official Aid, either because they are not 

primarily aimed at development, or because they have a Grant Element of less than 25 per centò.  

Although OOF has attracted attention because its amount and ratio of financial flow from developed to 

developing countries are increasing, it is often the case that this flow directly reflects industrial or 

economic interests.  For this reason, it is recommended that relevant precedents are reviewed before a 

guideline on indicator is finalized. 

 

(h) South-South cooperation initiatives;  
Given that some developing countries have enough economic potential to give aid and actually implement 

bilateral ODA to other developing countries, it is desirable for developing countries to grasp the financial 

flows on South-South cooperation initiatives and submit related data to the CBD Secretariat.  At the same 

time, from our experiences, Japan considers that, when the cooperation is formed as a triangular 

cooperation, close cooperation between donor and recipient countries is necessary. 

 

Japan has implemented a project ñBornean Biodiversity & Ecosystems Conservation Programme 

(BBEC),ò which assisted the local government and university of the State of Saba in developing a 

mechanism for systematically and sustainably conserving biodiversity and related ecosystem in Borneo.   

 

In 2002, for BBEC project, JICA invited 18 officials engaged in the nature and biodiversity conservation, 

from Indonesia, Vietnam, Philippines, Papua New Guinea, Tanzania and Malaysia, to the State of Saba, 

and conducted a training course at the Institute of Tropical and Biological Conservation.  In 2010, in 

cooperation with the Malaysian Foreign Ministry, JICA also conducted a third country training course, 

Aggregated Biodiversity and Ecosystem Conservation, for officials from 6 countries.   This way, JICA 

has been implementing the triangular cooperation with a long-term vision.   

 

It shows that the involvement of donor side contributes to both recipient countries and countries where 

projects are conducted.   

 

(i) Technical cooperation; 

It seems that the indicators for ñtechnical cooperationò could be overlapping with the indicator of (9) 

below.  It is recommended that the classification method to avoid overlaps should be elaborated. 

 

(2) Number of countries that have: 

 

(a) Assessed values of biodiversity, in accordance with the Convention; 

ñWealth Accounting and the Valuation of Ecosystem Services (WAVES) Partnershipò launched by the 

World Bank plans to develop tools required for integration of economic values of ecosystems into the 

system for national economic accounting, thereby contributing to the assessment of biodiversity values in 

developing countries.  Government of Japan is a member of this partnership and plans to advance efforts 

including experimental value assessment and integration into national accounting.  

 

(b) Identified and reported funding needs, gaps and priorities; 

It is desirable that the CBD Secretariat collects and publicizes information belonging to countries that 

identifies and reports funding needs, gaps and priorities, since such information can be a guidance for 

countries which have not reported them.  

 

(c) Developed national financial plans for biodiversity; 
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Government of Japan aggregates budgets for conservation of natural environments and promotion of 

close contact with nature.  For the FY2011, a total of eight ministries and agencies have secured a sum of 

144.7 billion yen as their budgets for conservation of biodiversity, improvement of forests, water-area 

resources evaluation, etc. 

 

(d) Been provided with the necessary funding and capacity building to undertake the above 

activities; 

The CBD secretariat would be able to collect data. 

 

(3) Amount of domestic financial support, per annum, in respect of those domestic activities which 

are intended to achieve the objectives of this Convention; 

This indicator may overlap with others like ñDomestic budgets at all levelsò.  It is recommended to 

elaborate what this indicator means in a manner avoiding overlaps with other indicators.  

 

(4) Amount of funding provided through the Global Environmental Facility and allocated to 

biodiversity focal area; 

The CBD secretariat would be able to collect data. 

 

(5) Level of CBD and Parties' support to other financial institutions that promote replication and 

scaling-up of relevant successful financial mechanisms and instruments; 

The CBD secretariat would be able to collect data. 

 

(6) Number of international financing institutions, United Nations organizations, funds and 

programmes, and the development agencies that report to the Development Assistance Committee 

of Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD/DAC), with biodiversity and 

associated ecosystem services as a cross-cutting policy; 

The CBD secretariat would be able to collect data. 

 

(7) Number of Parties that integrate considerations on biological diversity and its associated 

ecosystem services in development plans, strategies and budgets; 
This indicator should grasp the number of Parties which integrate consideration on biodiversity into the 

national biodiversity strategy.   

 

The National Biodiversity Strategy of Japan 2010 aims to restore ecosystem in our country over the next 

100 years, in consideration of the time required to rehabilitate natural environment.  

 

(8) Number of South-South cooperation initiatives conducted by developing country Parties and 

those that may be supported by other Parties and relevant partners, as a complement to necessary 

North-South cooperation; 

Developing countries are assumed to show information on south-south cooperation in accordance with the 

1 (h) above.  Other information could be submitted by developing countries or other appropriate bodies 

including the CBD secretariat. 

 

(9) Amount and number of South-South and North-South technical cooperation and capacity-

building initiatives that support biodiversity;  

The CBD secretariat would be able to collect data on technical cooperation implemented by secretariat 

itself like National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans (NBSAPs) Capacity-building Workshops and 

such data are useful to be presented.  If this indicator intends to collect information on all amount and 

number of South-South and North-South technical cooperation among Parties, however, it overlaps with 

other indicators like (1) (h) South-South cooperation initiatives and (1) (i) technical cooperation.  When 

such overlaps are expected, differences between these indicators should be explained. 
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(10) Number of global initiatives that heighten awareness on the need for resource mobilization for 

biodiversity;  

The CBD secretariat would be able to collect data. 

 

(11) Amount of financial resources from all sources from developed countries to developing 

countries to contribute to achieving the Convention's objectives; 

This indicator may overlap with others like, at least, aggregated financial flow of ODA, Non-ODA public 

funding (1) (g).  It is recommended to redefine in the manner avoiding overlaps. 

 

(12) Amount of financial resources from all sources from developed countries to developing 

countries towards the implementation of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020; 

This indicator may overlap with others like, at least, aggregated financial flow of ODA (1) (a), Non-ODA 

public funding (1) (g).  It is recommended to redefine in the manner avoiding overlaps appropriately.  

 

(13) Resources mobilized from the removal, reform or phase-out of incentives, including subsidies, 

harmful to biodiversity, which could be used for the promotion of positive incentives, including but 

not limited to innovative financial mechanisms, that are consistent and in harmony with the 

Convention and other international obligations, taking into account national social and economic 

conditions; 

While OECD has already developed a way to check harmful subsidies, it is advisable that more usable 

and favorable method be elaborated for the indicator of resources mobilization.  Japan notes that it is 

important to turn harmful subsidies to appropriate ones, thereby contributing to the expenditures for the 

achievement of the Convention on Biological Diversity as well as the Aichi Biodiversity Targets, and this 

requires a way to define harmful subsidies and the guidelines to make such subsidies into proper ones. 

 

(14) Number of initiatives, and respective amounts, supplementary to the financial mechanism 

established under Article 21, that engage Parties and relevant organizations in new and innovative 

financial mechanisms, which consider intrinsic values and all other values of biodiversity, in 

accordance with the objectives of the Convention and the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic 

Resources and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of the Benefits Arising out of Their Utilization; 

The CBD secretariat would be able to collect data. 

 

(15) Number of access and benefit-sharing initiatives and mechanisms, consistent with the 

Convention and, when in effect, with the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources and the 

Fair and Equitable Sharing of the Benefits Arising out of Their Utilization, including awareness-

raising, that enhance resource mobilization;  
The CBD secretariat would be able to collect data. 
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CANADA, RECEIVED ON 30 SEPTEMBER 2011 

 

Preliminary Assessment of Canadian Public and Private Financial Contributions Relevant to the 

Objectives of the United Nations Convention on Biological Diversity 

 

Environment Canada 

 

Final Version: August 4, 2011 

CONTEXT:  

¶ In response to a decision made by the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), this 

report focuses on providing a preliminary assessment of data regarding Canadian public and private 

financial contributions that support the objectives of the CBD, using a diverse range of publicly 

available source data and information. 

¶ This preliminary assessment has not undergone a comprehensive review process within Canada and 

should not be cited or used to make comparisons within or between organizations referenced in the 

report. 

¶ The CBD Secretariat will use this and other Partiesô preliminary assessments as input to: 

i) better understand the challenges associated with collecting data of this nature; 

ii ) develop and propose methodological guidelines, definitions for Parties to follow in 

collecting this data; 

iii ) subsequently request Parties to re-submit their data, using agreed upon methodological 

guidelines. 

¶ As a result, this first initial and preliminary submission is not meant to represent a final, 

comprehensive assessment of all of Canadaôs financial contributions towards the CBD. It is presented 

as part of a process needed to inform the CBD Secretariat, Canada and all other Parties in discussing 

how to develop an efficient and effective method to assess progress in implementing the CBDôs 

Strategy for Resource Mobilization. 

 

KEY POINTS:  

¶ This exercise found that annual Canadian financial flows related to the objectives of the CBD range 

between $5.4 billion and $11.1 billion. 

¶ Data sources captured in this study indicate that private businesses channel between $140.8 million 

and $278.16 million annually in activities related to the CBD. Additional effort is required to collect 

and collate data from the private sector to be able to provide a more realistic appreciation of this 

sectorôs efforts. 

¶ Canada provides an estimated $38.25 million - $233.29 million annually in Official Development 

Assistance to support developing countriesô efforts under the CBD. 

¶ Discussion and agreement on how to identify activities that support the objectives of the CBD with 

greater precision would make it possible to reduce the range of estimates. 
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Low estimate High estimate Average estimate

Official Development Assistance (ODA) 38.25$           233.29$          135.77$                

Government of Canada 14.34$           148.61$          81.48$                 

International financial institutions and United Nations 23.91$           84.68$           54.30$                 

Domestic public budgets at all levels 4,189.62$      9,421.86$       6,805.74$             

Federal 2,442.81$      2,998.51$       2,720.66$             

Provincial 1,463.42$      2,835.14$       2,149.28$             

Local governments 283.39$         3,588.21$       1,935.80$             

Private sector 686.80$         824.16$          755.48$                

Business expenditures 140.80$         278.16$          209.48$                

User fees (parks fees, licenses) 546.00$         546.00$          546.00$                

Non-governmental organizations, foundations, and academia 508.46$         614.63$          561.55$                

Non-governmental organizations, foundations 446.01$         446.01$          446.01$                

Academia 62.45$           168.62$          115.54$                

TOTAL 5,423.13$      11,093.94$     8,258.54$             

Millions of CAN$ annual (FY 2009-2010)

 
 

BACKGR OUND: 

 

The United Nations Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) entered into force in 1993. It has three 

main objectives: the conservation of biological diversity; the sustainable use of the components of 

biological diversity; and the fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising out of the utilization of 

genetic resources.  

 

At the Ninth Conference of the Parties (COP-9) of the CBD, Parties established a Strategy for Resource 

Mobilization to assist the Parties and relevant organizations to mobilize adequate and predictable 

financial resources to support the achievement of the Convention's three objectives. The Strategy 

considers the full range of possible local, national, regional and international funding sources, both public 

and private.  

 

At the Tenth Conference of the Parties (COP-10) in October 2010, Parties agreed on a set of indicators to 

measure progress on implementing the Strategy for Resource Mobilization (Decision X/3). The indicators 

were based on the Strategyôs mission and eight goals. It was further agreed that additional effort was 

required to establish methodologies and guidelines for collecting data on these indicators and to set 

baselines. Accordingly, Parties to the Convention were requested to submit data by July 31, 2011 on the 

following set of indictors that are outlined in Section A, Paragraph 7 of Decision X/3 (Adopts the 

following indicators for monitoring the implementation of the strategy for resource mobilization, based on 

its mission and eight goals): 

(1) Aggregated financial flows, in the amount and where relevant percentage, of biodiversity-related 

funding, per annum, for achieving the Conventionôs three objectives, in a manner that avoids double 

counting, both in total and in, inter alia, the following categories:  

(a) Official Development Assistance (ODA);  

(b) Domestic budgets at all levels;  

(c) Private sector;  

(d) Non-governmental organizations, foundations, and academia;  

(e) International financial institutions;  

(f) United Nations organizations, funds and programmes;  

(g) Non-ODA public funding;  

(h) South-South cooperation initiatives;  

(i) Technical cooperation;  

 

(2) Number of countries that have:  

(a) Assessed values of biodiversity, in accordance with the Convention;  
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(b) Identified and reported funding needs, gaps and priorities;  

(c) Developed national financial plans for biodiversity;  

(d) Been provided with the necessary funding and capacity-building to undertake the above 

activities;  

 

(3) Amount of domestic financial support, per annum, in respect of those domestic activities which are 

intended to achieve the objectives of this Convention;  

 

(4) Amount of funding provided through the Global Environment Facility and allocated to biodiversity 

focal area;  

 

(5) Level of CBD and Partiesô support to other financial institutions that promote replication and scaling-

up of relevant successful financial mechanisms and instruments;  

 

(6) Number of international financing institutions, United Nations organizations, funds and programmes, 

and the development agencies that report to the Development Assistance Committee of Organisation for 

Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD/DAC), with biodiversity and associated ecosystem 

services as a cross-cutting policy;  

 

(7) Number of Parties that integrate considerations on biological diversity and its associated ecosystem 

services in development plans, strategies and budgets;  

 

(8) Number of South-South cooperation initiatives conducted by developing country Parties and those 

that may be supported by other Parties and relevant partners, as a complement to necessary North-South 

cooperation;  

 

(9) Amount and number of South-South and North-South technical cooperation and capacity-building 

initiatives that support biodiversity;  

 

(10) Number of global initiatives that heighten awareness on the need for resource mobilization for 

biodiversity;  

 

(11) Amount of financial resources from all sources from developed countries to developing countries to 

contribute to achieving the Conventionôs objectives;  

 

(12) Amount of financial resources from all sources from developed countries to developing countries 

towards the implementation of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020;  

 

(13) Resources mobilized from the removal, reform or phase-out of incentives, including subsidies, 

harmful to biodiversity, which could be used for the promotion of positive incentives, including but not 

limited to innovative financial mechanisms, that are consistent and in harmony with the Convention and 

other international obligations, taking into account national social and economic conditions;  

 

(14) Number of initiatives, and respective amounts, supplementary to the financial mechanism established 

under Article 21, that engage Parties and relevant organizations in new and innovative financial 

mechanisms, which consider intrinsic values and all other values of biodiversity, in accordance with the 

objectives of the Convention and the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources and the Fair and 

Equitable Sharing of the Benefits Arising out of Their Utilization;  

 

(15) Number of access and benefit-sharing initiatives and mechanisms, consistent with the Convention 

and, when in effect, with the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources and the Fair and Equitable 



UNEP/CBD/COP/11/14/INF/6 

Page 17 

 

 

Sharing of the Benefits Arising out of Their Utilization, including awareness-raising, that enhance 

resource mobilization. 

 

GENERAL NOTE ON METHODOLOGY  

This report focuses on providing a preliminary assessment of data regarding Canadian public and private 

financial resources that support the objectives of the CBD, using a diverse range of source data and 

information, in response to CBD COP Decision X/3 (1). An estimate is provided of expenditures on 

biodiversity by both public and private sector sources using the categories agreed to in this Decision. All 

figures in this report were obtained from publicly available, previously published data sources.  To ensure 

reliability, official reports such as government reports, annual reports and audited financial statements 

were used as a basis for collecting the information, with references provided. Data from surveys 

undertaken by Statistics Canada were also extremely important for some categories. Additional 

methodological details are provided under each specific indicator and category below. 

Note that the vast majority of activities that contribute to the implementation of the CBD are diverse in 

nature. In a best case scenario, determining implementation of the CBD should, in addition to examining 

the traditional biodiversity sectors of environment, wildlife and protected areas, consider actions and 

expenditures in the resource sectors of agriculture, forestry and fisheries, and eco-tourism, as well as 

development assistance projects that focus on natural resources and sustainable livelihoods. In addition, 

actions by industrial sectors, municipalities, urban and rural areas that contribute to protection of lands, 

aquatic areas, wildlife, and sustainable use of biological resources, etc., all make contributions to the 

CBD. Expenditures on planning, environmental impact assessments, environmental education are 

additional examples of activities and expenditures that contribute to both the conservation of biodiversity 

and the sustainable use of biological resources. However, in most cases detailed expenditure information 

was not available at this level. As a result, many of these expenditures have not been fully counted in this 

study in order to ensure that overall results are not over-estimated.  

 

All figures in this document are in Canadian dollars. 

 

1. Financial flows for achieving the Conventionôs three objectives, by category: 

 

(a) Official Development Assistance (ODA): $38.25 million - $233.29 million 

 

Low estimate High estimate Average estimate

Official Development Assistance (ODA) 38.25$             233.29$           135.77$                  

Government of Canada 14.34$             148.61$           81.48$                    

CIDA 10.80$            103.46$           57.13$                   

Finance Canada 0.92$              20.74$             10.83$                   

IDRC 1.45$              23.24$             12.35$                   

Environment Canada 0.70$              0.70$               0.70$                     

Parks Canada 0.47$              0.47$               0.47$                     

International financial institutions and United Nations 23.91$             84.68$             54.30$                    

Global Environment Facility 16.63$            22.05$             19.34$                   

CGIAR 2.85$              48.32$             25.59$                   

FAO 3.92$              10.53$             7.23$                     

UNDP -$                3.01$               1.51$                     

UNESCO 0.51$              0.77$               0.64$                     

Milliions of CAN$ annual (FY 2009-2010)

 
 

i. Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA): $10.80 - $103.46 million (FY 

2009-2010) 
  

The Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) is the largest government department 

provider of ODA in Canada, contributing $3,575.19 million, of which $2,666 million is bilateral aid. 
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Financial allocations can be identified by sector
4
, with significant contributions to areas supportive of 

the implementation of the CBD. 

 

The Statistical Report on International Assistance, Fiscal Year 2009-2010 Canadian International 

Development Agency, indicates a number of investments by channel and by sector in areas that 

contribute directly to the implementation of the CBD. These are: 

   

        Millions 

Low-range estimate: 

014015: Water Resources Protection:   $6.13 

041020: Biosphere Protection    $3.10 

041030: Bio-diversity      $1.47 

041040: Site preservation    $0.10 

 

Sub-total Low-range estimate:   $10.80 

 

High-range estimate: 

014015: Water Resources Protection:   $6.13 

041020: Biosphere Protection    $3.10 

041030: Bio-diversity      $1.47 

041040: Site preservation    $0.10 

031100 Agriculture, forestry and fishing  $558.23 x 10% = $55.82 

041010 Environmental policy and admin mgt $29.05 

041050 Flood prevention/control   $0.84 

041081 Environmental education/training  $6.24 

041082 Environmental Research   $0.71 

Sub-total High-range estimate:   $103.46 

 

CIDAôs core contribution to the Global Environment Facility has not been taken into account in these 

figures and will be listed separately in the section on International Organizations. 

 

ii . Department of Finance Canada: $0.92 - $20.74 million (FY 2009-2010) 

The Department of Finance Canada is a large contributor to ODA, including the provision of financial 

resources to the World Bank Group. The International Development Association of the World Bank 

(IDA) is the largest multilateral channel of concessional financing to the worldôs poorest countries, 

providing funding supports to boost economic growth, reduce poverty, and improve the living 

conditions.
5
 Finance Canada channels Canadaôs contribution to IDA. In fiscal year 2009-2010 this 

amounted to $435.8 million.
6
  

 

A portion of IDA resources, estimated at 7 percent, is directed toward its Environment and Natural 

Resource Management sector.
7
 Of this, approximately 3% is invested directly in biodiversity 

activities, with up to 68% related to the three objectives of the CBD.
8
 Based on this and the 

contribution of $435.8 million provided to IDA from the Department of Finance, at least $0.915 

                                                 
4 Statistical Report on International Assistance. Fiscal Year 2009-2010. Canadian International Development Agency 
5 http://www.worldbank.org/IDA 
6
 Statistical Report on International Assistance. Fiscal Year 2009-2010. Canadian International Development Agency. P.15. 

7 The World Bank Annual Report 2010 Table 1, page 7 
8 World Bank. IDA at Work. Environment: Protecting National and Global Resources. P. 3. siteresources.worldbank.org/IDA/Resources/IDA-
Environment.pdf 
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million and up to $20.744 million could be considered as a contribution to implementation of the 

CBD. 

 

Note that data for other World Bank Group expenditures was not included here. Most of the World 

Bankôs additional expenditures related to biodiversity are loans that will eventually be paid back, 

amounting to a net flow of zero. The World Bank also provides a substantial amount of funding to 

biodiversity through various thematic trust funds. However, any contribution to these from Canada 

would be captured in CIDAôs annual reports on ODA and likely covered in the previous section. 

 

iii . International Development Research Centre (IDRC):
9
 $1.45 million - $23.24 million (FY 

2009-2010) 

 

IDRC is a significant contributor to ODA, providing $205.4 million in 2008-2009, of which 85.5 

percent or $175.8 million was provided from the Government of Canada. One of IDRC`S major 

research area is Environment and Natural Resource Management, which includes five sub-areas. One 

of the sub-areas is directed at climate change adaptation in Africa. 

 

In FY 2009-2010 $29.051 million was allocated to the program area Environment and Natural 

Resource Management, however the annual report does not break allocations into sub-areas. As four 

of the five sub-areas (80%) appears to be relevant to the implementation of the Convention on 

Biological Diversity, the contribution of IDRC to the objectives to the CBD could be estimated at 80 

percent of $29.051 million = $23.240 million.  Research by IDRC in its four other program areas 

could also be contributing to the implementation of the Convention, but to determine this would 

require reviewing over 1000 projects. 

 

Alternatively, the Statistical Report on International Assistance, Fiscal Year 2009-2010 also provides 

ODA data for other government departments, agencies and entities by sector in areas that contribute 

directly to implementation of the CBD. For IDRC these are:   

 

        Millions 

Low-range estimate: 

041020: Biosphere Protection    $0.28 

041030: Bio-diversity      $0.94 

041040: Site preservation    $0.23 

 

Sub-total Low-range estimate:   $1.45 

 

High-range estimate: 

041020: Biosphere Protection    $0.28 

041030: Bio-diversity      $0.94 

041040: Site preservation    $0.23 

031100 Agriculture, forestry and fishing  $6.53 x 10% = $0.65 

041010 Environmental policy and admin mgt $2.19 

041050 Flood prevention/control   $0.07 

041082 Environmental Research   $0.49 

Sub-total High-range estimate:   $4.85 

 

As a result, IDRCôs contribution to ODA that contributes to the objectives of the CBD could be 

estimated at $1.45 million - $23.24 million. 

                                                 
9 IDRC Annual Report. The year in review 2009-2010 



UNEP/CBD/COP/11/14/INF/6 

Page 20 

 

/é 

 

iv. Environment Canada (EC): $0.7 million
10

 (FY 2009-2010) 

 

EC provided $4.04 million in ODA. This amount is divided among a number of areas including 

support for environmental groups in developing countries and providing wildlife, bird and fish 

technical support and cooperation. Contributions also include activities not related to the objectives of 

the CBD, such as ECôs contribution to the Montreal Protocol Multilateral Fund. These were not 

counted. Additionally, only a portion of ECôs annual contribution to UNEP has been included as 

contributing to the CBD ï 18.9% based on UNEPôs 2010 Programme of Work. As a result, $0.7 

million has been included as an estimated contribution from EC.    

 

v. Parks Canada: $0.47 million
11

 (FY 2009-2010) 

 

Parks Canada provided $0.47 million in FY 2008-2009 in ODA. The contribution was for protected 

areas and heritage initiatives. Activities, such as park operations management and use of science and 

conservation tools are directly supportive of the implementation of the CBD, and thus, all of the $0.47 

million is included in the total ODA contribution.  

 

International Financial Institutions and United Nations Organizations, Funds and Programmes 

 

vi. Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR): $2.85 million - 

$48.32 million (2009)
12

 

CGIAR contributes significantly to efforts to reduce poverty and hunger, improve human health and 

nutrition, and enhance ecosystem resilience through high-quality international agricultural research, 

partnership and leadership. As its research is on sustainable agriculture, sustainable forestry and 

sustainable fishery, all of their research could be considered as a contribution to implementing the 

objectives of the Convention, in particular, the sustainable use of biological resources objective. 

However, in 2009 only 5.89% was programmed specifically for its biodiversity research center. 

 

Canada was the third largest contributor to CGIAR with an annual contribution of $48.32 million. 

5.89% of $48.32 million = $2.85 million. While this amount is embedded in CIDAôs Official 

Development Assistance reports, it is not normally classified as ñbiodiversity fundingò. As a result, 

this amount has not been included in the section above on CIDAôs ODA, but included here in the 

section on International Financial Institutions and United Nations Organizations. 

 

vii . Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO): $3.92 - $10.53 million (FY 2009-2010) 

Canadaôs annual contribution to the FAO in FY 2009-2010 was $10.53 million
13

. While this amount 

is embedded in CIDAôs Official Development Assistance reports, it is not normally classified as 

ñbiodiversity fundingò. As a result, this amount has not been included in the section above on CIDAôs 

ODA, but included here in the section on International Financial Institutions and United Nations 

Organizations. It is also important to note that a large portion of Canadaôs contribution to the FAO is 

provided by DFAIT. 

                                                 
10 Report to Parliament on the Government of Canada`s Official Development Assistance 2008-09 
11 Report to Parliament on the Government of Canada`s Official Development Assistance 2008-09 
12 CGIAR Financial Report 2009. http:/www.cgiar.org 
13 Statistical Report on International Assistance. Fiscal Year 2009-2010. Canadian International Development Agency. P. 14. 
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Much of the FAOôs activities appear to be related to the objectives of the CBD. The FAOôs 2012-

2013 proposed Programme of Work details 12 key areas of work
14

, of which the following are 

directly related to meeting the objectives of the CBD: 

¶ Sustainable intensification of crop production 

¶ Increased sustainable livestock production 

¶ Sustainable management and use of fisheries and aquaculture resources 

¶ Sustainable management of forests and trees 

¶ Sustainable management of land, water and genetic resources 

 

These 5 areas represent approximately 37.2% of the FAOôs budget. Therefore, if Canada provided 

$10.53 million to the FAO in FY 2009-2010, one could estimate that at least $3.92 million 

contributed to meeting the objectives of the CBD. 

 

viii . Global Environment Facility (GEF): $16.63 million - $22.05 million (2010) 

Canadaôs annual contribution to the GEF is $59.6 million under GEF-5 (2010-2014). 27.9 percent of 

these resources is programmed directly for the biodiversity focal area, including sustainable forest 

management = US$16.63 million. However, there are substantial levels of funding included in the 

GEFôs international waters and land degradation focal areas that are biodiversity activities. This 

would bring the proportion of GEF-5 biodiversity-related resources up to 37%, of which Canadaôs 

share would be $22.05 million.  

 

While this amount is embedded in CIDAôs Official Development Assistance reports, it is not 

normally classified as ñbiodiversity fundingò. As a result, this amount has not been included in the 

section above on CIDAôs ODA, but included here in the section on International Financial Institutions 

and United Nations Organizations. 

 

ix. United Nations Development Programme (UNDP): $0 - $3.01 million (FY 2009-2010) 

 

In FY 2009-2010, the Government of Canada provided a total of $176.54 million to UNDP
15

. It is not 

clear however how much of this may have contributed directly to the objectives of the CBD.  

 

UNDP reports that its ñportfolio of biodiversity projects consists of 177 initiatives under 

implementation, with a value of US$ 1.879 billion. The Global Environment Facility (GEF) is the 

largest financier of these projects, contributing US$ 533 million in funds administered by UNDP. 

Other financiers of projects include the German-funded International Climate Initiative, bilateral 

agencies, governments and the private sector. In addition, the GEF Small Grants Programme (SGP), 

implemented by UNDP has established operations in over 120 countries. A number of other UNDP 

environment programmes also contribute towards biodiversity management, including the Povertyï

Environment Initiative, the UNïREDD Programme, UNDPôs GEF supported International Waters 

Programme and initiatives of the Nairobi based Drylands Development Centre.ò
16

 

 

It would appear, therefore, that almost all of UNDPôs biodiversity-related activities are funded 

through the GEF or through specific funding from bilateral donors. As Canadaôs contribution to the 

GEF has already been counted above, it would not be consistent to attempt to count any resources 

reported by UNDP. 

 

                                                 
14 FAO. Medium Term Plan 2010-13 and Programme of Work and Budget 2010-11. www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/017/K5831E.pdf 
15

 Statistical Report on International Assistance. Fiscal Year 2009-2010. Canadian International Development Agency. P. 15. 
16 UNDP (2010). UNDPôs Work on Biodiversity Management. P. 4. 
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However, of the $176.54 million noted above as Canadaôs contributions to UNDP in FY 2009-2010 

$73.00 million was reported as a core contribution made by CIDA to UNDP ï and thus definitely 

additional to any funding that CIDA counts as a contribution to the GEF. From 2004-2007, UNDP 

disbursed US$1.58 billion on environmental programming, of which US$181.8 million came from 

regular resources
17

. Over this same time period US$1.1 billion was contributed to UNDP as regular, 

core resources by donors. Therefore, it could be estimated that on average 16.52% of UNDPôs core 

resources are used for environmental programming. With current focus on climate change at UNDP, 

one could estimate that no more than 25% of this funding would contribute directly to the CBD. As a 

result, an estimated 4.13% of Canadaôs contributions to UNDPôs core funding, or $ 3.01 million in 

FY 2009-2010 could be counted as biodiversity-related funding. 

 

x. United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO): $0.51 

million ï $0.77 million (FY 20090-2010) 

 

In FY 2009-2010 Canada provided a total of $6.13 million to UNESCO. However it is not clear how 

much of this overall contribution was allocated to biodiversity-related activities. UNESCO does state 

that in 2009 US$34 million of its resources paid from assessed contributions was used to fund its 

ñNatural Sciencesò program, much of which ï between 50% - 75% - is related to biodiversity and 

water management issues
18
. Canadaôs assessed scale of contribution to UNESCO is 2.99%. As a 

result, approximately $1.02 million x 50% to 75%  = $0.51 million to $0.77 million could be counted 

as contributing to the CBD. 

 

xi. Multilateral Development Banks: 

 

In FY 2009-2010 Canada provided substantial levels of funding (over $500 million) to several 

multilateral development banks such as the Asian Development Bank, the Interamerican 

Development Bank, the African Development Bank and the World Bank, amongst others. While 

these entities provided substantial support for the objectives of the CBD, it was ultimately deemed not 

possible at this point to arrive at a credible estimate for this contribution. On one hand, it was difficult 

to differentiate between what these entities provided as grants and what was provided as loans. 

Additionally, it was challenging to identify what portion of each organizationôs ñenvironmentò or 

ñnatural resourcesò portfolios was directly related to biodiversity activities. 

 

(b) Domestic budgets at all levels: 

 

                                                 
17 http://www.undp.org/publications/fast-facts/FF-environment.pdf 
18 http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0019/001918/191870e.pdf 
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Low estimate High estimate Average estimate

Domestic public budgets at all levels 4,189.62$      9,421.86$       6,805.74$             

Federal 2,442.81$      2,998.51$       2,720.66$             

Agriculture and Agri-food Canada 177.90$         177.90$         177.90$               

Environment Canada 178.90$         372.10$         275.50$               

Parks Canada 716.07$         716.07$         716.07$               

Natural Resources Canada 10.90$          280.90$         145.90$               

Fisheries and Oceans Canada 1,270.10$      1,270.10$      1,270.10$            

Indian and Northern Affairs 55.50$          148.00$         101.75$               

Canadian Museum of Nature 33.44$          33.44$           33.44$                 

Provincial 1,463.42$      2,835.14$       2,149.28$             

British Columbia 415.08$         858.84$         636.96$               

Alberta 182.09$         231.22$         206.66$               

Saskatchewan 22.08$          187.30$         104.69$               

Manitoba 141.48$         168.43$         154.96$               

Ontario 253.16$         358.98$         306.07$               

Quebec 179.58$         718.18$         448.88$               

New Brunswick 27.87$          57.68$           42.78$                 

Prince Edward Island 10.61$          10.61$           10.61$                 

Nova Scotia 82.75$          95.18$           88.97$                 

Newfoundland & Labrador 51.37$          51.37$           51.37$                 

Yukon 27.50$          27.50$           27.50$                 

Northwest Territories 54.12$          54.12$           54.12$                 

Nunavut 15.73$          15.73$           15.73$                 

Local governments 283.39$         3,588.21$       1,935.80$             

Millions of CAN$ annual (FY 2009-2010)

 
 

Federal: 

 

Data was examined from federal departmentsô annual performance reports. These reports identify 

expenditures carried out in each program area. The sections below identify annual expenditures made in 

program areas directly related to the objectives of the CBD. In cases where biodiversity-related funding 

was evident, but a clear, direct relationship to the objectives of the CBD was not evident, attempts were 

made to estimate a low-range and a high-range of funding. 

 

i. Agriculture and Agri -Food Canada $177.9 million (2009-10)
19

  

 

¶ Environmentally sustainable agriculture, agri-food and agri-based products: Environmental 

Knowledge, Technology, Information, and Measurement: $92.9 million 

¶ Environmentally sustainable agriculture, agri-food and agri-based products: On-farm action $85.0 

million 

 

ii . Environment Canada: $178.9 million ï $372.1 million (2009-10)
20

 

 

Low-range: 

¶ Biodiversity and Wildlife Program: $143.5 million 

¶ Ecosystem Initiatives Program: $35.4 million 

                                                 
19 Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada 2009-10 Departmental Performance Report. http://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/dpr-rmr/2009-

2010/inst/agr/agr02-eng.asp#sect2 
20 Environment Canada 2009-2010 Departmental Performance Report. http://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/dpr-rmr/2009-

2010/inst/doe/doetb-eng.asp 
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High-range 

¶ Environmental Science and Monitoring Program $113.9 million 

¶ Water Program: $87.4 million 

  

iii . Parks Canada $716.07 million (2009-10)
21

 

 

¶ The entire annual budget for Parks Canada was included given that 100% of its activities have the 

objective of managing Canadaôs protected areas. 

¶ This figure does not take into revenue generated by Parks Canada. This will be included under 

ñPrivate sectorò contributions. 

 

iv. Natural Resources Canada $10.9 million - $280.9 million (2009-10)
22

 

 

Low-range: 

¶ Natural Resource-based Communities: $10.9 million 

 

High ïrange: 

¶ Ecosystem Risk Management: $156.5 million 

¶ Natural Resource and Landmass Knowledge and Systems: $113.5 million 

 

v. Fisheries and Oceans Canada $1,270.1 million (2009-10)
23

 

 

¶ Sustainable Fisheries and Aquaculture Management: $474.5 million 

¶ Fisheries and Aquaculture Management: $339.6 million 

¶ Science for Sustainable Fisheries and Aquaculture: $134.9 million 

¶ Healthy and Productive Aquatic Ecosystems $160.6 million 

¶ Oceans Management: $15.8 million 

¶ Habitat Management: $62.0 million 

¶ Species at Risk Management: $21.8 million 

¶ Science for Healthy and Productive Aquatic Ecosystems: $60.9 million 

 

vi. Indian and Northern Affairs $55.5 million - $148.0 million (2009-2010)
24

 

 

Low-range: 

¶ Northern Land and Resources: $55.5 million ($222 million x 25%; 3 of the 4 sub-programs 

associated with this program are related to oil, gas and mineral development, and contaminated 

sites. One program is related to protected lands and resources) 

 

High-range: 

¶ Responsible Federal Stewardship: $91.5 million ($126.9 million - $35.4 million associated with 

contaminated sites) 

¶ Canadian Polar Commission: $1.0 million 

                                                 
21 Parks Canada 2009-2010 Departmental Performance Report. http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/docs/pc/rpts/rmr-dpr/03312010.aspx 
22 Natural Resources Canada 2009-2010 Departmental Performance Report. http://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/dpr-rmr/2009-

2010/inst/rsn/rsn02-eng.asp#secII12 
23 Fisheries and Oceans Canada 2009-2010 Departmental Performance Report. http://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/dpr-rmr/2009-

2010/index-eng.asp?acr=1674 
24 2009-2010 Departmental Performance Report. Indian Affairs and Northern Development. http://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/dpr-rmr/2009-

2010/inst/ian/iantb-eng.asp 
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vii . Canadian Museum of Nature $33.4 million (2009-10)
25

  

 

¶ The Museum received $33.44 million in parliamentary appropriations in 2009-2010. 

 

Canadian Provinces and Territories: 

 

Data was examined from relevant provincial ministriesô annual reports. These reports identify 

expenditures carried out in each program area. The sections below identify annual expenditures made in 

program areas directly related to the objectives of the CBD. In cases where biodiversity-related funding 

was evident, but a clear, direct relationship to the objectives of the CBD was not evident, attempts were 

made to estimate a low-range and a high-range of funding. 

 

Annual expenditures by provinces and territories to enhance and protect to biodiversity were determined 

through an analysis of departmental annual reports and Finance Department reports for FY 2009-2010 

(2008-2009 for P.E.I.). In many cases, annual reports were available for those ministries and departments 

responsible for biodiversity-related activities. When these reports were not available, either year-end lists 

of expenditures prepared by finance departments, or backward-looking budget estimates for 2011-2012 

were used to extract biodiversity-related expenses.  

 

The organizational structures of each jurisdiction were initially reviewed to identify the most relevant 

biodiversity related Ministries or Departments. The range of Ministries or Departments included: energy, 

mines, natural resources, environment, sustainable development, agriculture, tourism, parks, conservation, 

forestry, range management, fisheries and aquaculture, with significant variation among jurisdictions. 

Departments of agriculture proved most challenging in determining expenditures on biodiversity related 

activities. Departments that included several resources (energy, mines, tourism and aquaculture, etc.) 

were also sometimes difficult to determine expenditures on biological resources, likely leading to 

underestimating expenditures.  

 

Additional time would be required to further refine estimated contributions of provinces and territories, 

and would in some cases, require contacting various government agencies to obtain more detailed 

information than is available online. Forest fire control was included when this information was available. 

Fire control has both a positive and negative influence on forest biodiversity, but is particularly important 

in achieving the sustainable use of forest resources. Fire control is an element of the CBD programme of 

work on forest biodiversity.  

 

viii . British Columbia: $415.1 million - $858.8 million (FY 2009-2010) 

 

¶ Ministry of Environment - biodiversity expenditures estimated at $42,743,000 (low-range) - 

$104,371,000 (high-range) of the total budget of $189,491,000
26

  

¶ Ministry of Forest and Range ï biodiversity expenditures estimated at $ 372,337,000 (low-range) 

- $ 754,471,000 (high-range)
27

 (NOTE: The high-range estimate includes direct expenditures 

incurred for fighting forest fires). 

 

ix. Alberta: $182.09 million - $231.22 million (FY 2009-2010) 

                                                 
25 Canadian Museum of Nature. 2010 Annual Report. http://nature.ca/en/about-us/museum-corporation/annual-reports-corporate-

publications  
26 Ministry of Environment 2009/10 Annual Service Plan Report. p 36. British Columbia 
27 Ministry of Forest and Range (2009/10 Annual Service Plan Report, p. 25 
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¶ Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development - Policy and Environment Program (50%) - 

biodiversity expenditure estimated at $21,884,500
28

  

¶ Ministry of Environment ï biodiversity expenditures estimated at $35,960,000 (low-range) - 

$85,091,000 (high-range)
29

  

¶ Ministry of Sustainable Resource Development - biodiversity expenditure estimated at 

$44,443,100 of the total budget of $486,363,000
30

 

¶ Ministry of Tourism, Parks and Recreation - biodiversity expenditure estimated at $79,800,000 of 

the total budget of $222,414,000
31

 

 

x. Saskatchewan: $22.08 million - $187.3 million (FY 2009-2010)  

 

¶ Ministry of Environment: 

o Low-range estimate: Forest Services, Fish, Wildlife and Biodiversity - $25,035 

o High-range estimate: All of above + Forest Services, Fire Management and Forest 

Protection, Environmental Protection, Compliance & Field Services, Corporate Policy 

and Planning = $165,227,956
32

 

¶ Ministry of Tourism, Parks, Culture and Sports - biodiversity expenditure estimated at 

$22,056,000.
33

 

 

xi. Manitoba: $141.48 million - $168.43 million (FY 2009-2010) 

 

¶ Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Initiatives - biodiversity expenditure (Agri-environment, 

Land-use) estimated at $5,383,000
34

 

¶ Ministry of Water Stewardship: 

o High-range estimate for biodiversity expenditure estimated at $26,943,209.
35

  

¶ Manitoba Conservation - $136,099,000
36

 

 

xii . Ontario: $  253.16 million - $ 358.98 million (FY 2009-2010): 

  

¶ Ministry of Natural Resources: 

o Low-range estimate: Natural Resource Management Program (Fish & Wildlife, Land & 

Water, Ontario Parks (net expenses, not including Parks revenues), Field Services 

Support) = $196,229,773 

o High-range estimate: All of the above + Public Safety and Emergencies Program (Forest 

Fire service) = $302,051,124.
37

  

¶ Ministry of Environment: Water Program ï Source Protection = $47,218,314.
38

 

¶ Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs
39

: $9,710,835 (Agricultural Drainage 

Infrastructure Program $7,270,847; Agri-Environmental Standards Research $545,000; 

Environment Partnerships $1,894,988). 

                                                 
28 Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development - Policy and Environment. Annual Report 2009/2010, p. 59 Alberta 
29 Ministry of Environment. Annual Report 2009-2010. p. 77. Alberta 
30 Ministry of Sustainable Resource Development. Annual Report 2009-2010. p. 38 Alberta 
31 Ministry of Tourism, Parks and Recreation. Annual Report 2009-2010 p. 30 Alberta 
32 Ministry of Environment Annual Report 09-10 pp. 28-29 Saskatchewan 
33 Ministry of Tourism, Parks, Culture and Sports. Annual Report 09-10 pp. 31-32. Saskatchewan 
34 Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Initiatives. Annual Report 2009-2010 pp. 136 Manitoba 
35 Ministry of Water Stewardship. Annual Report 2009-2010 pp. 78-79 Manitoba 
36 Ministry of Conservation. Annual Report 2009-2010 pp. 166-169 Manitoba 
37 Ontario Ministry of Finance. Public Accounts of Ontario 2009-2010. p. 2-307. 
38 Ibid. p. 2-165. 
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xiii . Quebec: $179.58 million - $718.18 million (FY 2009-2010) 

 

¶ Ministry of Sustainable Development, Environment and Parks: $ 98,380,000  (Environmental 

Policies, Park Management, Environmental Evaluations, Regional Analysis and Expertise)
40

. 

¶ Ministry of Natural Resources and Wildlife: 

o Low-range estimate: $81.2 million from Wildlife Program. 

o High-range estimate: Above + $538.6 million from Forest Program = $619.8 million
41

. 

 

xiv. New Brunswick: $27.87 million - $ 57.68 million (FY 2009-2010) 

  

¶ Department of Tourism and Parks: 

o Low-range estimate: $0 ï NOTE: Annual Report does not differentiate between expenses 

related to the development of tourism products and the operations of provincial parks. 

o High-range estimate: Tourism Development and Operations (provincial parks) = 

$8,874,900.
42

  

¶ Department of  Environment: $12,527,100
43

  

¶ Department of Natural Resources: 

o Low-range estimate: $11,940,700 (Fish & Wildlife Management; Land Management & 

Natural Areas. NOTE: does not include revenues) 

o High-range estimate: $32,873,600 (above + Forest Management)
44

 

¶ Department of Agriculture, Aquaculture and Fisheries: $3,405,000
45

 (Land & Environment; 

Sustainable Aquaculture)  

 

xv. Nova Scotia: $82.75 million - $95.18 million (FY 2009-2010) 

 

¶ Department of Environment: 

o Low-range estimate: $4,635,200 (Environment Science &  Program Management x 20% 

- as this Division also conducts work on air quality, water, pollution prevention). 

o High-range estimate: $ 17,059,200 (Above + Environmental Monitoring & Compliance; 

Environment and Sustainable Prosperity Partnerships)
46

 

¶ Department of Natural Resources: $78,119,000
47

 (Renewable Resources + Regional Services). 

 

xvi. Prince Edward Island: $10.61 million (FY 2008-2009) 

 

¶ Department of Tourism and Culture: $3,117,713 (Provincial Parks operations and 

administration).
48

 

¶ Department of Environment, Energy and Forestry: 

o Forests, Fish & Wildlife: $6,699,328 

o Water Management (x25%): $794,015.
49

 

                                                                                                                                                             
39 Ibid. p. 2-7. 
40 Minist¯re du D®veloppement durable, de lôenvironnement et des parcs, Québec. Rapport annuel de gestion 2009-2010, p.44. 
41 Ministry of Natural Resources and Wildlife. Annual Report 2009 - 2010 Quebec 
42 Department of Tourism and Parks. Annual Report. 2009-2010 Tourism and Parks. p.5 New Brunswick. 
43 Department of  Environment. Annual Report. 2009-2010 Environment and Natural Resources. p.51 New Brunswick 
44 Department of Natural Resources. Annual Report. 2009-2010 p. 14. New Brunswick. 
45 Ministry of Finance 2009-2010 Main Estimates for Agriculture, Aquaculture and Fisheries p.24 New Brunswick 
46

 Department of the Environment. Accountability Report 2009-2010. Nova Scotia 
47 Department of Natural Resources. Accountability Report 2009-2010 p. 18 Nova Scotia 
48 Department of Tourism and Culture ï Provincial Parks. Annual Report 2008-2009 p. 33. Prince Edward Island 
49 Department of Environment, Energy and Forestry. Annual Report 2008-2009. Prince Edward Island 
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xvii . Newfoundland and Labrador: $51.37 million (FY 2009-2010): 

 

¶ Department of  Environment and Conservation: 

o Environmental Management and Control (Water Resources Management): $4,032,636 

o Parks and Natural Areas: $7,646,372 

o Wildlife: $9,136,480.
50

  

¶ Department of Natural Resources: 

o Forest Management ï Operations: $12,915,012 

o Forest Management - Administration and Program Planning: $8,261,307 

o Forest Management ï Fire suppression and communications: $3,999,025 

o Forest Management ï Insect control: $3,475,838 

o Agrifoods Development - Land Resource Stewardship: $1,905,381.
51

 

 

xviii . Nunavut: $15.73 million (FY 2009-2010) 

 

¶ Department of Environment: $20,972,000 x 75% = $15,729,000 (3 of the 4 main Programs of the 

Department of the Environment are directly related to the CBDôs objectives).
52

  

 

xix. Northwest Territories: $54.12 million (FY 2009-2010) 

 

¶ Department of  Environment and Natural Resources: 

o Forest Management: $25,044,000 

o Wildlife: $14,038,000 

o Land and Water: $2,186,000.
53

 

¶ Department of Industry, Tourism and Investment: 

o Tourism and Parks: $12,850,000.
54

 

 

xx. Yukon: $27.50 million (FY 2009-2010) 

  

¶ Department of  Energy, Mines and Resources: 

o Sustainable Resources: $8,754,000.
55

 

¶ Department of Environment: 

o Environmental Sustainability: $18,743,000.
56

  

 

xxi. Local Governments: $283.39 - $3,588.21 million (2008) 

 

Attempting to review specific expenditure data for every municipality in Canada would not be 

feasible or practical for this study. As a result, it was decided to estimate the financial contributions of 

local governments to the objectives of the CBD using local government expenditure data available 

from Statistics Canada
57

.  

                                                 
50 Department of  Environment and Conservation. Annual Report 2009-2010 pp. 28-29 Newfoundland and Labrador 
51 Department of Natural Resources. Annual Report 2009-2010 pp. 95-98. Newfoundland and Labrador 
52

 Department of Finance of Nunavut. Revised. 2010-2011. Main Estimates. pp. 11 ï 17. Nunavut 
53 Department of Finance, Northwest Territories. 2011-2012 Main Estimates, Department Summary. p.13-1 
54 Ibid. 
55 Department of Finance, Government of Yukon. 2011-2012 Operation, Maintenance and Capital Estimates p.14 and 17 Yukon 
56

 Department of Finance, Government of Yukon, 2011-2012 Operation, Maintenance and Capital Estimates p.14 and 17 Yukon 
57

 Statistics Canada.  Table  385-0003  -  Local government revenue and expenditures for fiscal year ending closest to December 

31, annual (dollars),  CANSIM (database). 
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This information does not however enable specific determination of actual expenditures on activities 

that contribute to the implementation of the CBD. Firstly, it classifies some local government 

expenditures as ñEnvironmentò and then sub-classifies these into ñWater purification and supplyò, 

ñSewage collection and disposalò, ñGarbage, waste collection and disposalò, and ñOther 

environmental servicesò. While all of these elements may be important for environmental protection, 

they probably do not all make direct contributions to conserve biodiversity or sustainably use 

biological resources. Expenditures labelled as ñOther environmental servicesò may include 

biodiversity-related activities.  

 

On one hand, it could be argued that an estimate of at least 25% of all local government 

ñEnvironmentò expenditures contribute to the objectives of the CBD. On the other hand, given that 

activities related to water, sewage and waste are counted separately under their own sub-category in 

this data, it would be conservative to estimate that at least 50% of the sub-category ñOther 

environmental servicesò expenditures are likely to contribute to the objectives of the CBD. 

 

Secondly, Statistics Canada classifies some local government expenditures as ñResource conservation 

and industrial developmentò. Noting that some of these expenditures relate to ñindustrial 

developmentò rather than ñresource conservationò, for our high-range estimate we assume that 25% 

of this category contributes to the objectives of the CBD. 

 

As a result, according to Statistics Canada, in 2008 Canadian local governments expended the 

following biodiversity related expenditures
58

: 

¶ Low-range estimate: 

o Other environmental services: $261,533,000 x 50% = $130.77 million 

o Resource conservation and industrial development: $1,526,196,000 x 10% = $152.62 

million. 

¶ High-range estimate: 

o ñEnvironmentò expenditures: $12,826,647,000 x 25% = $ 3,206.66 million 

o Resource conservation and industrial development: $1,526,196,000 x 25% = $381.55 

million. 

 

(c) Private sector: 

 

Low estimate High estimate Average estimate

Private sector 686.80$           824.16$           755.48$                  

Business expenditures 140.80$          278.16$           209.48$                 

User fees (parks fees, licenses) 546.00$          546.00$           546.00$                 

Milliions of CAN$ annual (FY 2009-2010)

 
 

i. Business expenditures: 

 

According to the 2008 Statistics Canada publication Environmental Protection Expenditures in the 

Business Sector, businesses operating in Canada spent $9.1 billion in 2008 on environmental 

protection.
59

 This amount is based on both capital and operating expenditures in the following areas: 

¶ Waste management and sewerage services; 

¶ Pollution prevention processes; 

¶ Pollution abatement and control - end-of-pipe; 

¶ Reclamation and decommissioning; 

                                                 
58 Ibid 
59 Statistics Canada. Environmental Protection Expenditures in the Business Sector. 2008 
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¶ Environmental monitoring; 

¶ Wildlife and habitat protection; and 

¶ Environmental assessments and audits. 

 

Activities in all of the above areas would make some contribution to the implementation of the CBD, 

in particular, the conservation of biodiversity and sustainable use of biological resources objectives. 

However, it would be difficult to justify including expenditures from the first four categories as 

directly related to the objectives of the CBD. 

 

ñEnvironmental monitoringò refers to expenditures for purchase of equipment, supplies, labour and 

services required to monitor pollutant emissions that would affect air, water or soil quality. As a 

result, at least a portion of these expenditures could be included as contributing to the objectives of the 

CBD. The same could be said of ñEnvironmental assessments and auditsò, defined as expenditures 

made to review the current compliance of operations with regulations and to evaluate the 

environmental impact of proposed projects. ñWildlife and habitat protectionò is clearly related to the 

objectives of the CBD and could be included in its full amount. 

 

¶ Low-range estimate: $140.8 million (2008) 

o Wildlife and habitat protection: $140.8 million 

¶ High-range estimate: $278.16 million (2008) 

o Wildlife and habitat protection: $140.8 million 

o Environmental monitoring: $329.1 million x 25% = $82.28 million 

o Environmental assessments and audits: $220.3 million x 25% = $55.08 million 

 

ii . User fees: 

 

An additional area of private sector expenditures relates to user fees, including direct fees, licenses 

and permits. In the case of protected areas, for example, users pay fees to use recreational facilities in 

parks and campsites. Resource users, such as fishers and loggers, also pay for licenses and permits, 

although in some cases it would be very difficult to determine if the purpose of these license fees are 

related to the objectives of the CBD. In many cases, however, governments have specific accounts 

used to collect and disburse these funds. 

 

The following highlights the main available data for revenues from user fees (Total: $546,009,785):  

¶ National protected areas revenue (2010)
60

: $80,752,000 

o Entrance fees: $56,631,000 

o Recreational fees: $24,121,000 

¶ Provincial protected areas revenue: $226,796,285 

o British Columbia: $16,000,000 (FY 2009-2010)
61

 

o Alberta: $8,843,000 (FY 2009-2010)
62

 

o Saskatchewan: $13,880,000 (FY 2009-2010)
63

 

o Manitoba: $4,720,000 (FY 2010 ï 2011 estimate)
64

 

o Ontario: $65,313,000 (FY 2009-2010)
65

 

                                                 
60

 Parks Canada 2009-2010 Departmental Performance Report. http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/docs/pc/rpts/rmr-dpr/03312010.aspx 
61 BC Parks Annual Report 2009-2010. www.env.gov.bc.ca/bcparks/research/year_end.../year_end_rep_2010.pdf 
62 Alberta Tourism, Parks and Recreation Business Plan 2011-2014. www.finance.alberta.ca/publications/budget/.../tourism-

parks-recreation.pdf 
63 Ministry of Tourism, Parks, Culture and Sports. Annual Report 09-10. Saskatchewan 
64 2011 Manitoba Estimates of Expenditure and Revenue. www.gov.mb.ca/finance/budget11/papers/r_and_e.pdf 
65

 Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources. Results-based plan 2010-2011. 
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o Quebec: $ 110,963,000 (FY 2009-2010)
66

 

o New Brunswick: $6,259,500 (FY 2009-2010)
67

 

o Prince Edward Island: $817,785 (2009)
68

 

o Nova Scotia, Newfoundland and Labrador, Nunavut, Northwest Territories, Yukon: Not 

available. 

¶ Other user fees: $ 238,461,500 

While most Canadian provinces and territories collect fees for other biodiversity-related user 

fees, such as wildlife-related licenses and permits, it was only possible to collect specific data 

in the following cases 

o British Columbia Conservation Trust Fund: $6 million (2011).
69

 

o Alberta Recreational Licensing Management System: $111,295,000 (FY 2009-2010).
70

 

o Saskatchewan fishing and hunting licenses: $14,643,000 (FY 2009-2010).
71

 

o Manitoba: license sales and wildlife sundry: $ 4,156,000 (FY 2009-2010).
72

 

o Ontario Fish & Wildlife Special Purpose Account
73

: $65,480,000 (FY 2009-2010).
74

 

o Quebec: wildlife licenses: $32,800,000 (FY 2009-2010).
75

 

o New Brunswick Wildlife Trust Fund + Trail Management Trust Fund: $3,087,500 (FY 

2009-2010).
76

 

o Nova Scotia: Fishing and Gaming licenses: $1,000,000 (estimate FY 2010-2011).
77

 

 

There are numerous other innovative areas of private sector financing for biodiversity. These include 

biodiversity offsets, land conservation tax incentives, schemes for payment for ecosystem services 

(PES), and the sale of green products. However, experience (and data) related to these in Canada is 

limited at present. Therefore, no additional effort was made in this study to estimate financial flows 

from these areas. 

 

It is worth noting that most of the estimates above largely do not include investments and 

expenditures made by the private sector related to many of the sustainable uses of biodiversity 

resources. For example, a case could be made to include private sector expenditures related to 

sustainable agriculture, forestry and fishing, just to name a few sectors. Unfortunately, at this point 

dependable, disaggregated national data for these sectors is not available. Attempting to estimate, for 

example, the % of total agriculture spending related to ñsustainable useò of biological resources would 

not be prudent. But it would be important to note here that these three primary sectors of the Canadian 

economy represent over $22.6 billion in annual economic activity.
78

 If even 10% of this activity is 

                                                 
66

 S®paq Å Rapport annuel 2008- 2009. Québec. 
67 Department of Tourism and Parks. Annual Report. 2009-2010 Tourism and Parks. New Brunswick. 
68

 Department of Tourism and Culture ï Provincial Parks. Annual Report 2008-2009. Prince Edward Island 
69 Habitat Conservation Trust Fund. Press Release April 15, 2011. ñFoundation gives back $6 million to BC wildlifeò. 
70 Ministry of Sustainable Resource Development. Annual Report 2009-2010. Alberta. The Ministry of Sustainable Resource 

Management of Alberta outsourced the sale of recreational hunting and fishing licences through the Recreational Licencing 

Management (RELM) system to IBM. Under the agreement, IBM has full responsibility for the service and it is responsible for 

all costs associated with it. IBM receives a transaction fee for each licence sold with the balance of the revenue being forwarded 

to the Ministry or to a Delegated Authorized Organization. The Ministry reports revenue in Premiums, Fees and Licences on the 

Consolidated Statements of Operations net of IBM transaction fees of $6.3 million. 
71

 Ministry of Environment Annual Report 09-10. Saskatchewan. 
72 Ministry of Conservation. Annual Report 2009-2010. Manitoba. 
73 This Fund was created to ensure that revenues generated from the sale of fish and wildlife licenses is re-channeled for specific 

sustainable fish and wildlife management initiatives. 
74 Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources. Results-based plan 2010-2011. 
75

 Ministry of Natural Resources and Wildlife. Annual Report 2009 - 2010 Quebec. 
76

 Department of Natural Resources. Annual Report. 2009-2010. New Brunswick. 
77 Nova Scotia Department of Finance. Estimates and Supplementary Detail for the fiscal year 2011ï2012 
78 Statistics Canada. Table 379-00231,2 - Gross domestic product (GDP) at basic price in current dollars, System of National 

Accounts (SNA) benchmark values, by North American Industry Classification System (NAICS), annual (data in millions) 
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directly related to the sustainable use of biological resources, this would more than triple the estimated 

biodiversity expenditures estimated above for the private sectors. 

 

In regards to Canadian private sector expenditures for biodiversity made outside of Canada, this study 

did not find a reliable or practical source of information yet to estimate this figure.  

 

(d) Non-governmental organizations, foundations, and academia: 

 

Low estimate High estimate Average estimate

Non-governmental organizations, foundations, and academia 508.46$           614.63$           561.55$                  

Non-governmental organizations, foundations 446.01$          446.01$           446.01$                 

Academia 62.45$            168.62$           115.54$                 

Milliions of CAN$ annual (FY 2009-2010)

 
 

i. Non-governmental organizations, foundations: 

 

There are several hundred, if not thousands of non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and 

foundations in Canada dedicated to activities related to the objectives of the CBD. However, there is 

no one comprehensive source of data on their nature or their revenues and expenditures. As a result, 

information had to be gathered on a case-by-case basis, mainly by reviewing each NGOôs financial 

statements and/or annual reports. This obviously could not be completed for each and every 

organization, but the following list provides the main, largest biodiversity-related NGOs in Canada. 

 

 

National NGOs  

The Nature Conservancy of Canada $182,736,812
79

 

Ducks Unlimited Canada $ 75,842,000
80

 

Canadian Wildlife Federation $11,017,000
81

 

World Wildlife Fund Canada $8,713,194
82

 

David Suzuki Foundation $6,655,661
83

 ($7,441,125 - $785,464 spent 

on climate change) 

EcoTrust $3,068,507
84

 

Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society $3,206,107
85

 

Nature Canada $2,483,799
86

 

Wildlife Habitat Canada $2,089,388
87

 

Wildlife Preservation Canada $635,596
88

 

Forest Stewardship Council Canada $334,793
89

 

British Columbia   

Habitat Conservation Trust Foundation  $6,015,311
90

 

Pacific Salmon Foundation  $8,350,353 ($9,949,792 ï $1,599,409 public 

                                                 
79 The Nature Conservancy of Canada Financial Statements, ending June 30 2010 
80 Ducks Unlimited Canada Annual Report 2010 
81 Canadian Wildlife Federation Financial Statements, ending  February 28, 2010 
82 World Wildlife Fund Canada Combined Financial Statements, ending June 30, 2010 
83 David Suzuki Foundation Statement of Revenue and Expenses, ending August 31, 2010 
84 EcoTrust Canada 2009 Annual Report 
85 Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society Financial Statements, ending March 31, 2010 
86 Nature Canada Annual Report 2009-10, ending March 31, 2010 
87 Wildlife Habitat Canada Financial Statement ending March 31, 2010 
88 Wildlife Preservation Canada Annual Report 2009-10, ending December 31 2009 
89 Forest Stewardship Council Canada Annual Report 2009-2010 
90 Habitat Conservation Trust Foundation Financial Statements, ending March 31, 2010 
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funds)
91

 

The Land Conservancy of British Columbia  $5,135,782
92

 

Alberta  

Alberta Conservation Association $12,527,367
93

 

Saskatchewan  

Wascana Centre Authority $2,088,840
94

 

Ontario  

Nature Ontario $2,492,094
95

 

Conservation Authorities Expenditures less public funding
96

 

Ausable Bayfield $4,766,175
97

 

Central Lake Ontario $2,547,348
98

 ($5,660,774 * 0.45) 

Cataraqui $1,070,704
99

 

Essex Region $4,455,000
100

 ($8,100,000 * 0.55)  

Grey Sauble $1,251,934
101

 ($2,298,259 - $1,046,325)  

Lower Trent $292,526
102

 ($3,656,577 * 0.08) 

Saugeen Valley $1,634,865
103

 ($3,336,461 * 0.49) 

St. Clair $3,319,302
104

 ($5,029,246 * 0.66) 

Credit Valley $1,739,152
105

 

Ganaraksa Region $1,478,462
106

 ($2,789,551 * 0.53) 

Halton $11,754,049
107

 ($20,265,602 * 0.58) 

Kettle Creek $1,110,564 
108

 ($1,735,257 * 0.64) 

Long Point Region $2,267,970 
109

 ($3,385,031 * 0.67) 

Niagara Peninsula $2,050,012
110

 ($11,027,263 * 0.19) 

Nottawasaga Valley $752,336
111

 ($2,786,433 * 0.27) 

Toronto and Region $39,854,894 
112

 ($ 92,685,800.00 * 0.43) 

Grand River $15,792,000
113

 $($33,600,000 * 0.47) 

Lake Simcoe Region $2,294,169
114

 ($15,294,466 * 0.15) 

                                                 
91 Pacific Salmon Foundation 2009 Annual Report 
92 The Land Conservancy of British Columbia Consolidated Financial Statements, ending April 30, 2010 
93 Alberta Conservation Association Annual Report 2009/2010. p. 61 Alberta 
94 Wascana Centre Authority Financial Statements, ending March 31, 2010 
95 Nature Ontario Annual Report 2009-10 
96 The total expenditures of Conservation Authorities were multiplied by the % of their funds estimated to not originate from 

public sector sources according to each entityôs annual report. This was done to avoid double-counting with data reported under 

ñDomestic public sectorò. 
97 Ausable Bayfield conservation authority annual report 2010 
98 Central lake Ontario Conservation Authority Year in Review 2009 
99 Cataraqui Region Conservation Authority Financial Statements 
100 Essex Region Conservation Authorities Annual Report 2010 
101 Grey Sauble Conservation Authority Financial Statements, ended December 31, 2008 
102 Lower Trent Conservation Authority Annual Report 2010 
103 Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority Annual Report 2010 
104 St Clair Conservation Authority Annual Report 2010 
105 Credit Valley Conservation Authority Annual Report 2006 
106 Ganaraksa Region Conservation Authority Annual Report 2010 
107 Conservation Halton Public Accountability Report 2010 
108 Kettle Creek Conservation Authority Annual Report 2009 
109 Long Point Region Conservation Authority Annual Report 2010 
110 Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority Annual Report 2008 
111 Nottawasaga Valley conservation Authority Annual Report 2005 
112 Toronto and Region Conservation Authority Annual Report 2009 
113 Grand River Conservation Authority Budget Overview 
114 Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority Annual Report 2010 
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Lower Thames Valley $550,632
115

 ($2,039,379 * 0.27) 

Mattagami Region $191,000
116

 

Nickel District $1,049,562
117

 

Rideau Valley $2,152,860
118

 

South Nation $2,829,304
119

 

Upper Thames River $6,215,599
120

 ($12,949,166 * 0.48) 

Sub-Total Ontario Conservation Authorities $111,420,419 

Québec  

Nature Québec (Citoyens pour la nature) $818,807
121

 

Nova Scotia  

Ecology Action Centre $374,276
122

 

TOTAL  $446,006,106 

 

 

ii . Academia: 

 

Canadaôs universities and colleges also provide valuable resources that support the objectives of the 

CBD, both through research and through undergraduate and graduate education. Unfortunately, in 

regards to research limited data exists on amounts of expenditures specific to biodiversity and related 

sectors. As a result, no data has been included in this study for this area. 

 

In regards to expenditures on biodiversity-related undergraduate and graduate education, Statistics 

Canada provides data for enrolment numbers in Canadian universities disaggregated by instructional 

programs. Two categories were identified that directly relate to the objectives of the CBD: 

ñAgriculture, natural resources and conservationò and ñPhysical and life sciences and technologiesò. 

The number of students enrolled in each category was multiplied by the average tuition paid by 

Canadian students
123

. Of note, this tuition does not include public funds provided by governments to 

support these programs, but come directly from private contributions of students and their families. 

 

The category of ñPhysical and life sciences and technologiesò would seem to encompass much more 

than biodiversity-related fields. As a result, only 25% of its value has been included and only in the 

high-end estimate. 

 

The category of ñAgriculture, natural resources and conservationò would seem to mostly include 

biodiversity-related fields, with the exception of training in conventional agriculture. As a result, 

90% of its value has been included in the low-end estimate. 

 

Agriculture, natural resources and conservation (2008/2009) 

 

Program level Number of students 

enrolled 

Average tuition Total expenditures 

                                                 
115 Lower Thames Valley Conservation Authority Annual Report 2010 
116 Mattagami Region Conservation Authority Annual Report 2010  
117 Nickel District Conservation Authority Financial Statements, ending December 31, 2010 
118 Rideau Valley Conservation Authority Annual Report 2009 
119 South Nation Conservation Authority Annual Report 2008 
120 Upper Thames River Conservation Authority Approved Budget 2011 
121 Nature Quebec Annual Report 2009-10, ending August 31, 2010 
122 Ecology Action Centre Annual Report 2009-10 
123 Statscan, Undergraduate tuition fees for full-time Canadian students, by discipline, by province 
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Undergraduate 11,586
124

 $4,366
125

 $50,584,476 

Graduate 4,740
126

 $3,967
127

 $18,803,580 

Low-end estimate   $69,388,056 x 90% =  

$62,449,250 

 

Physical and life sciences and technologies (2008/2009) 

 

Program level Number of students 

enrolled 

Average tuition Total expenditures 

Undergraduate 73,842
128

 $4,682
129

 $345,728,244 

Graduate 18,582
130

 $4,249
131

 $78,954,918 

Sub-total   $424,683,162 x 25% 

= $106,170,791 

    

High-end estimate   $168,620,041 

 

(e) International financial institutions:  

 

All relevant Canadian contributions to international financial institutions have been included under 

(a) Official Development Assistance. 

 

(f) United Nations organizations, funds and programmes: 

 

All relevant Canadian contributions to United Nations organizations, funds and programmes have 

been included under (a) Official Development Assistance. 

 

(g) Non-ODA public funding:  

 

N/A 

 

(h) South-South cooperation initiatives: 

 

N/A 

 

(i) Technical cooperation. 

All relevant Canadian contributions to technical cooperation have either been included under (a) 

Official Development Assistance or (b) Domestic Budgets. 

 

Consolidated annual Canadian financial flows for achieving 

the CBDôs three objectives 

 

                                                 
124 Statscan (477-0013), University enrolments by program level and instructional program 
125 Statscan, Undergraduate tuition fees for full-time Canadian students, by discipline, by province 
126 Statscan (477-0013), University enrolments by program level and instructional program 
127 Statscan, Average graduate tuition fees for Canadian full-time students by faculty 
128 Statscan (477-0013), University enrolments by program level and instructional program 
129 Statscan, Undergraduate tuition fees for full-time Canadian students, by discipline, by province 
130 Statscan (477-0013), University enrolments by program level and instructional program 
131 Statscan, Average graduate tuition fees for Canadian full-time students by faculty 

http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/search-recherche?lang=eng&searchTypeByValue=1&pattern=477-0013
http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/search-recherche?lang=eng&searchTypeByValue=1&pattern=477-0013
http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/search-recherche?lang=eng&searchTypeByValue=1&pattern=477-0013
http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/search-recherche?lang=eng&searchTypeByValue=1&pattern=477-0013
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Low estimate High estimate Average estimate

Official Development Assistance (ODA) 38.25$             233.29$           135.77$                  

Government of Canada 14.34$             148.61$           81.48$                    

CIDA 10.80$            103.46$           57.13$                   

Finance Canada 0.92$              20.74$             10.83$                   

IDRC 1.45$              23.24$             12.35$                   

Environment Canada 0.70$              0.70$               0.70$                     

Parks Canada 0.47$              0.47$               0.47$                     

International financial institutions and United Nations 23.91$             84.68$             54.30$                    

Global Environment Facility 16.63$            22.05$             19.34$                   

CGIAR 2.85$              48.32$             25.59$                   

FAO 3.92$              10.53$             7.23$                     

UNDP -$                3.01$               1.51$                     

UNESCO 0.51$              0.77$               0.64$                     

Domestic public budgets at all levels 4,189.62$        9,421.86$        6,805.74$               

Federal 2,442.81$        2,998.51$        2,720.66$               

Agriculture and Agri-food Canada 177.90$          177.90$           177.90$                 

Environment Canada 178.90$          372.10$           275.50$                 

Parks Canada 716.07$          716.07$           716.07$                 

Natural Resources Canada 10.90$            280.90$           145.90$                 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada 1,270.10$       1,270.10$        1,270.10$              

Indian and Northern Affairs 55.50$            148.00$           101.75$                 

Canadian Museum of Nature 33.44$            33.44$             33.44$                   

Provincial 1,463.42$        2,835.14$        2,149.28$               

British Columbia 415.08$          858.84$           636.96$                 

Alberta 182.09$          231.22$           206.66$                 

Saskatchewan 22.08$            187.30$           104.69$                 

Manitoba 141.48$          168.43$           154.96$                 

Ontario 253.16$          358.98$           306.07$                 

Quebec 179.58$          718.18$           448.88$                 

New Brunswick 27.87$            57.68$             42.78$                   

Prince Edward Island 10.61$            10.61$             10.61$                   

Nova Scotia 82.75$            95.18$             88.97$                   

Newfoundland & Labrador 51.37$            51.37$             51.37$                   

Yukon 27.50$            27.50$             27.50$                   

Northwest Territories 54.12$            54.12$             54.12$                   

Nunavut 15.73$            15.73$             15.73$                   

Local governments 283.39$           3,588.21$        1,935.80$               

Private sector 686.80$           824.16$           755.48$                  

Business expenditures 140.80$          278.16$           209.48$                 

User fees (parks fees, licenses) 546.00$          546.00$           546.00$                 

Non-governmental organizations, foundations, and academia 508.46$           614.63$           561.55$                  

Non-governmental organizations, foundations 446.01$          446.01$           446.01$                 

Academia 62.45$            168.62$           115.54$                 

International financial institutions (non-ODA) -$                -$                 -$                       

United Nations organizations, funds and programmes (non-ODA) -$                -$                 -$                       

Non-ODA public funding -$                -$                 -$                       

South-South cooperation initiatives -$                -$                 -$                       

Technical cooperation -$                -$                 -$                       

TOTAL 5,423.13$        11,093.94$      8,258.54$               

Millions of CAN$ annual (FY 2009-2010)
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2. Number of countries that have: (a)Assessed values of biodiversity, in accordance with the 

Convention; (b)Identified and reported funding needs, gaps and priorities; (c)Developed 

national financial plans for biodiversity; (d)Been provided with the necessary funding and 

capacity-building to undertake the above activities: 

Not applicable ï indicator intended for developing countries. 

 

3. Aggregated estimate of annual Canadian biodiversity-related financial flows: 

It is estimated that annual Canadian financial flows related to the objectives of the CBD are from 

$5,423.13 million to $11,093.94 million, with an average of $8,258.54 million. 

 

4. Amount of domestic financial support, per annum, in respect of those domestic activities which 

are intended to achieve the objectives of this Convention: 

It is estimated that Canada provides between $5,384.88 million and $10,860.65 million annually in 

domestic resources to achieve the objectives of the CBD in Canada. 

 

5. Amount of funding provided through the Global Environment Facility and allocated to 

biodiversity focal area: 

As indicated above, Canada provides annually an estimated $16.63 to the GEFôs biodiversity focal 

area, and up to $22.05 to the GEF for all biodiversity-related activities.  

 

6. Level of CBD and Partiesô support to other financial institutions that promote replication and 
scaling-up of relevant successful financial mechanisms and instruments: 

Not applicable 

 

7. Number of international financing institutions, United Nations organizations, funds and 

programmes, and the development agencies that report to the Development Assistance 

Committee of Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD/DAC), with 

biodiversity and associated ecosystem services as a cross-cutting policy: 

Not applicable 

 

8. Number of Parties that integrate considerations on biological diversity and its associated 

ecosystem services in development plans, strategies and budgets: 

It is believed that this question is intended for developing country Parties. Not applicable. However, 

Canada can highlight that its recent Federal Sustainable Development Strategy has the objective of 

integrating government wide actions and results, linking sustainable development planning and 

reporting to the Government's core expenditure planning reporting system, and providing effective 

measurement, monitoring and reporting tools to track and report on progress. 

 

9. Number of South-South cooperation initiatives conducted by developing country Parties and 

those that may be supported by other Parties and relevant partners, as a complement to 

necessary North-South cooperation: 

Not applicable 

 

10. Amount and number of South-South and North-South technical cooperation and capacity-

building initiatives that support biodiversity:  

Specific information was not available on the amount and number of North-South technical 

cooperation and capacity-building initiatives supported by Canada. However, a portion of Canadaôs 

contribution to the GEF is used for these types of activities. 
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11. Number of global initiatives that heighten awareness on the need for resource mobilization for 

biodiversity:  

Not applicable 

 

12. Amount of financial resources from all sources from developed countries to developing 

countries to contribute to achieving the Conventionôs objectives: 

As indicated above, it can be estimated that Canada provides at least between $38.25 million to 

$233.29 million annually to developing countries to achieve the Conventionôs objectives. 

 

In addition to these estimates, which are directly applied to meeting the Conventionôs objectives, 

there are additional sources of financing that positively contribute to the Convention on Biological 

Diversity.  These additional sources may have been allocated to an alternative primary initiative, such 

as climate change or health, and have biodiversity as a secondary or even tertiary goal. In an effort to 

avoid counting the same flows towards more than one initiative, we have not accounted for funds that 

do not have the objectives of the Convention as a primary objective. In effect, we have not accounted 

for co-benefits from other financial flows in reporting given the methodology supported within this 

document.  While this approach helps to limit the risk of double counting, it also prevents a more 

accurate assessment of total funds contributed towards meeting the Conventionôs objectives from 

being realized. 

 

13. Amount of financial resources from all sources from developed countries to developing 

countries towards the implementation of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020: 

Not applicable ï as Strategic Plan has just recently been negotiated. 

 

14. Resources mobilized from the removal, reform or phase-out of incentives, including subsidies, 

harmful to biodiv ersity, which could be used for the promotion of positive incentives, including 

but not limited to innovative financial mechanisms, that are consistent and in harmony with the 

Convention and other international obligations, taking into account national social and 

economic conditions: 

Canada does not currently monitor the amount of resources mobilized from the removal, reform or 

phase-out of incentives harmful to biodiversity. 

 

15. Number of initiatives, and respective amounts, supplementary to the financial mechanism 

established under Article 21, that engage Parties and relevant organizations in new and 

innovative financial mechanisms, which consider intrinsic values and all other values of 

biodiversity, in accordance with the objectives of the Convention and the Nagoya Protocol on 

Access to Genetic Resources and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of the Benefits Arising out of 

Their Utilization:  

Not known at present. 

 

16. Number of access and benefit-sharing initiatives and mechanisms, consistent with the 

Convention and, when in effect, with the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources and 

the Fair and Equitable Sharing of the Benefits Arising out of Their Utilization, including 

awareness-raising, that enhance resource mobilization: 

Not applicable to Canada at present. 

 



UNEP/CBD/COP/11/14/INF/6 

Page 39 

 

 

 

INDIA, RECEIVED ON 2 1 OCTOBER 2011 

 

Indiaôs comments on CBDôs draft documents onò 
UNEP/CBD/SRM/Indicators/1; and (ii) UNEP/SRM/Indicators/2 

 
General comments 

 
Effective implementation of the Strategic Plan on Biodiversity 2011-20 and 

achievement of Aichi targets hinge upon provision of adequate financial resources to 
the developing country Parties for this purpose, and the extent to which developing 
countries are able to meet their commitments is related to provision of financial 
resources and transfer of technology (Decision X/2, para 10).  In decision X/3, CoP-10 
while adopting the 15 indicators for monitoring the implementation of strategy for 
resource mobilisation, has come out with a process for increasing resources against an 
established baseline (para 8(a) to (i), leading to adoption of targets at CoP-11.  This 
process or roadmap is not only somewhat convoluted and complex, but its culmination 
in adoption of targets at CoP-11 hinges on two things:  identification and endorsement 
of robust baselines; and adoption of effective reporting framework.  The first operational 
steps in this process [para 8(d)] are for the Secretariat to come out with methodological 
guidance to the 15 indicators and guidelines for implementation of this methodology.  
Accordingly, the Secretariat has come out with these two documents currently being 
posted for peer review.  This itself has taken exactly one year since adoption of the 
decisions by CoP-10.  Following completion of the peer review process, the Parties are 
required to apply this methodology to measure gaps and needs in mobilisation of 
resources against the indicators set and communicate this information to the 
Secretariat, which will then present it before CoP-11.  The compilation of the required 
information is not an easy task and is beset with several complexities, some of which 
have been reflected in the detailed comments that follow.  Thus, it is an extremely tight 
schedule to meet before CoP-11, more so for the already capacity and resource-
constrained developing countries. Moreover, considering that many indicators and 
methodologies will take time to sink in, understood and absorbed, achieving the tasks in 
a time-bound manner seems to be a tall order. 

 
In this background, some specific comments on the two documents are given 

below. 
 

Specific comments 
 
I. Document UNEP/CBD/SRM/Indicators/1 
 

On the use of indicators, difficulties are foreseen especially for three indicators:  
3, 13 and 14. In the case of indicator 3 on domestic financial support, there could be 
constraints on two fronts: (i) At present there is no mechanism to monitor government 
expenditures on biodiversity incurred by different departments. (ii) Second, of the total 
expenditures incurred by a concerned ministry dealing with a particular ecosystem 
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activity, only a subset may deal with the one or more objectives of the CBD. The real 
economic problem is the ubiquitous nature of joint and common costs in programmes 
related to biodiversity conservation and difficulty of measuring costs attributable to 
biodiversity activities. 

Regarding indicator 13 on subsidies, para 1.13.5 states that no definition for the 
phrase ñincentives, including subsidies, harmful to biodiversityò is provided in the 
Methodological Guidance on Indicators. The Methodological Guidance on Indicators 
focuses on the governmentôs intention rather than on the effect of any subsidy, and 
there is no clear limit on the activities and purposes that might be used to define harmful 
subsidies. In addition, for implicit harmful subsidies, there is no actual transaction or 
monetary flow between entities of biodiversity financing, and hence the flow cannot be 
recorded appropriately. (1.13.6) says that a subsidy should be considered to be for 
biodiversity objectives when the intent or purpose of the government is that subsidy be 
used for support to any activities of the Classification of Biodiversity Activities contained 
in annex 2.2.  
 

There are many practical difficulties in identifying and measuring harmful 
subsidies. First, one commonly accepted definition of subsidy for product or service, 
based on Pareto criterion of economic efficiency, is the difference between the social 
cost and the price. The government cost data is based on accounting and not social 
costs. Second, many countries do provide subsides for provision of merit goods at 
affordable prices and the intention is to achieve the social goal of sustainable 
development. Thus there is trade of between efficiency and equity. Third, it is true 
subsidized underground and surface irrigation water, under pricing of chemical fertilizers 
and pesticides and policies encouraging unsustainable uses of natural resources have 
perverse incentives and such subsidies should be phased out over time or at least be 
targeted to the poor. The Survey may seek information from the members about their 
road for phasing out the perverse subsidies, political and other obstacles they face and 
methods of overcoming them. 
 

Regarding indicator 14, para 1.14.4 says innovative financial mechanisms aim at 
improving financial performance by generating new and additional financial resources, 
by increasing cost efficiencies or by improving capacity to innovate. But all innovative 
financial mechanisms are associated with uncertainty over their outcome, because not 
all the results of the innovative financial mechanisms are known beforehand. (1.14.5) 
says for purposes of this indicator, new and innovative financial mechanisms as 
identified by the Conference of the Parties include payment for ecosystem services, 
biodiversity offset mechanisms, markets for green products, biodiversity-business 
partnerships, new forms of charity, environmental fiscal reforms, new and innovative 
sources of international development financing, and consideration of biodiversity in 
climate change funding schemes. These neoliberal measures need to be assessed in 
terms of their long-term sustainability, operational efficiency, transaction structures, and 
above all contribution to poverty alleviation. 
 

Some of the suggested mechanisms exist only in a few countries and they are in 
different stages of development. PES can work only if the rights over the resources are  
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well defined and enforced, institutional mechanisms available for sharing costs and 
benefits and pricing, and if  the stakeholders are also made better off after PES. 
 

Biodiversity contribution is a package of private goods, merit goods, local public 
goods and global public goods. Given the right structures of incentives almost every 
individual can help in achieving the three goals of CBD. But para 2.2.4  states that the 
Classification of Biodiversity Activities are limited to formal biodiversity activities that are 
institutionalized, intentional, and planned through public organizations and recognized 
private bodies, which, in their totality, make up the formal biodiversity system of a 
country. Informal biodiversity activities can be intentional or deliberate, but not 
institutionalized, and thus do not fall within the scope of the Classification of Biodiversity 
Activities. Para 2.2.3 gives opinions on counting certain activities. 
 

Two criteria are used to screen for biodiversity activities: entities of biodiversity 
financing, and purposes of activities. As a general rule, all activities of identified entities 
of biodiversity financing can be considered as biodiversity activities, and all activities 
with the purposes of achieving biodiversity objectives are counted as biodiversity 
activities. Some same activities need to be treated differently, if undertaken by those 
that are not entities of biodiversity financing. It mentions when forest fire fighting and 
wastewater treatment and other activities of this nature can be considered as 
biodiversity activities It says the Secretariat of the Convention should gather the cases 
of activities that require further examination for classification, and publish its opinions on 
how such activities should be treated. Appropriate consultation and consensus should 
be undertaken before such an opinion is formalised.  
 

The Survey may document the existence of innovative biodiversity activities 
initiated by households and communities voluntarily and find out whether such initiatives 
are driven by their livelihood concerns, nature preservation and altruism or all of them. 

 
Some specific suggestions on the language of the text in this document are given 

below. 
 

1. Para 1.1.3 on page 11 
 

There is need for the document to explain óhowô and ówhyô the statistical 
quality of the aggregated financial indicator is not affected. In other words, it is 
important to explain how the aggregated indicator needs to exist vis-a-viz 
indicators 3, 4, 9, 11, 12, 13 and 14. 

 
2. Para 1.1.4 on page 11 

 
A footnote may be provided on what is meant by ñ a fixed 10 percent rate 

of discountò. Is it discount in relation of  the grant component or discount in 
relation to present worth of  ODA flows? 
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3. Para 1.1.5 on page 11-12 
 

The utility of confining ODA to bilateral sources of funding is not clear. A 
footnote may be added clarifying why this restricted meaning is adopted. Further, 
it needs to be pointed out that it is practical to seek information on bilateral 
lending from the OECD DAC or from the donors registers, than expect ócapacity 
constrainedô developing countries to work out these figures,. 

 
4. Para 1.1.7 on page 12 

 
The words ócan beô may replace ómay beô. The latter conveys a 

prescriptive tone. Channelizing ODA is not a matter for donors to decide. It falls 
within the policy domain of recipient countries.    
 

5. In Para 1.1.8 on page 12 
 

There is reference to operational NGOs and campaigning NGOs.  The 
words óaction based óand óadvocacy basedô may replace óoperationalô and 
ócampaigningô. It is also important to assess the quantum and sources of funds 
flowing to these NGOs in the interest of avoiding double counting. 
 

6. Para 1.1.19 on page 13 
 

The para may be reformulated as óFor international purposes, this 
indicator should be  first calculated on a pilot basis for a few countries for the 
eleventh meeting of the Conference of the Parties in 2012, and subsequently 
included in the fifth and sixth national reports under the Convention.ô  

This formulation is suggested since it may not be possible for all COP 
countries to come up with figures before COP 11. 

 
7. Para 1.1.22 on page 13 

 
The alternative formulation suggested is ñ National reports and surveys 

required from the Conference of the Parties may  confirm the figures sourced 
from  Rio markers and the Creditor Reporting System (CRS) of the Organization 
for Economic Cooperation and Development as well as the Government Finance 
Statistics of the International Monetary Fund.ò  

 
8. Para 1.2.4 on page 14 

 
The para may be re-formulated as follows:  ó, a country that has assessed 

values that hold for at least one third of all its biodiversity and ecosystem services is 
counted as part of the number of countries that have assessed values of biodiversity 
in accordance with the Conventionô. 
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This reformulation is proposed since the existing para conveys that only a 
country that has óenumeratedô 1/3rd of its   biodiversity /ecosystem. The re-
formulation is realistic since it conveys that a country that has assessed 
representative ecosystem services or biodiversity that is relevant to at least 1/3rd of 
its total biodiversity / ecosystem services can be considered to have fulfilled the 
Convention requirements.   

 
9. Para 1.5.5 on page 20 

 
The words óinnovative debt based financing systemsô may be added after  the 

words  óenvironmental fiscal reformsô in para 1.5.5. 
 

10.  Para 1.9.8 on page 29 
 

The words ófor a few countries on a pilot basis; may be inserted after the 
words ófirst calculatedô. 

 
11.  Para 1.12.9 on page 33 

 
The following sentence may be inserted after the sentence starting from 

óEffective use--------------domestic resources.ô óThe latter can be achieved through 
well chosen case studiesô 

 
12.  Para 1.12.11 on page 34 

 
The alternative formulation proposed is  ñ National reports and surveys 

required by the Conference of the Parties may  confirm figures sourced from Rio 
markers and the Creditor Reporting System (CRS) of the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development.ò  

 
13. Para 1.13.6 on page 35 

 
This para may be re-formulated as: óSubsidies redirected to biodiversity 

objectives also include those subsidies received by non-governmental entities of 
biodiversity financing, as defined by the Implementation Guidelines on Indicators.ô   

The re-formulation is suggested since all redirected subsidies do not go to  
NGOs. There could be situations where such subsidies are redirected to  local public 
utilities and other related entities. Moreover, in our country very often the subsidies 
are for livelihood of the local people. 

 
14. Para 1.13.9 on page 36 

 
The words ófor a select group of countriesô may be introduced after the word 

ócalculatedô 
 

15.  Para 1.14.8 on page 38 
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It is inconceivable that new and innovative financial mechanisms will be 

introduced every year or every two years. Hence the reformulation can be as 
follows: óFor national planning and monitoring purposes, this indicator may be 
calculated periodically and operated upon depending on national policy cycles.ô  

 
16.  Para 1.15.11 on page 40 

 
The words óand mechanismsô may be removed from B15. 
 

17.  Para 4.2.2 in Annexure on page 88 
 

The proposal is loaded with suggestions that involve structural policy 
changes in biodiversity providing countries, and would lead to ruffling 
sensitivities. The paragraph therefore needs reformulation. 

 
II. Document UNEP/CBD/SRM/Indicators/2 
 
 For this indicator-based questionnaire survey, there is a need to have some 
normalization in terms of for example, area of the country, GDP, population etc. 
Otherwise, the results emanating from the survey would not be comparable, for 
example how would you compare size of this effort and the need for this effort. 
  

Some specific suggestions for improving the language of the text in this 
document are given below. The comments given on indicators in document 
UNEP/CBD/SRM/Indicators/1 are also relevant here. 
 
1. Para 1 on page 6 
 

The timelines for responding to the questionnaires need to be adjusted to reflect 
the fact that the prerequisite for successfully responding to the 2012 questionnaire is the 
requirement of dedicated staff at both national and global levels. 

 
Further the words ópolitically and financiallyô may be removed in view of their 

redundancy and sensitivity. 

 
2. Para 25 on page 10 
 

This last sentence in para 25  may be re-formulated as: óSubsidies redirected to 
biodiversity objectives also include those subsidies received by non-governmental 
entities of biodiversity financing, as defined by the Implementation Guidelines on 
Indicatorsô. 

 
The re-formulation is suggested since all redirected subsidies do not go to  

NGOs. There could be situations where such subsidies are re-directed to local public 
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utilities and other related entities to enable them execute biodiversity conservation 
activities. 
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CHINA, RECEIVED ON 2 1 NOVEMBER 2011 
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JAPAN, RECEIVED ON 6 DECEMBER 2011 

 

Suggestions and comments on the Methodological and Implementation Guidance for the ñindicators for 

monitoring the implementation of the Conventionôs strategy for resource mobilization" 

Government of Japan 

 

With regard to the Notification 2011-190 which requests Parties to review the above mentioned draft 

guidance, the Government of Japan provides following suggestions and comments. 

 

The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) secretariat has prepared Methodological and 

Implementation Guidance, which provides effective means in capturing the status of resource 

mobilization by categorizing necessary information and biodiversity-related activities. Japan expects 

further elaboration of the Guidance and Preliminary Reporting Framework, because this type of guidance 

could be useful in figuring out the global trend of the strategy for resource mobilization. 

 

It should be noted that the present Framework has many points which are difficult for the Parties to 

describe. Japan concerns that, if the present Framework were utilized before adequate review and 

discussion, Parties would not be able to achieve required results in spite of enormous administrative 

efforts. Japan, through the process of preparing recent submissions of its view on indicators of resource 

mobilization and innovative financial mechanisms, has found that collecting information on resource 

mobilization is a challenging task, for which an effective reporting framework must be fully elaborated. 

Japan believes that, the reporting framework needs to be refined in order for all Parties to submit 

complete data based on the present framework and objectives of strategy of resource mobilization (to 

substantially enhance international financial flows and domestic funding for biological diversity in order 

to achieve a substantial reduction of the current funding gaps in support of the effective implementation 

of the Convention's three objectives and the 2010 target). 

 

The section ñreview of the indicators adopted in decision X/3 (II)ò points out that there are many overlaps 

among indicators. In this respect, the Preliminary Reporting Framework (Annex I) of the Guideline may 

contribute to avoiding overlaps and providing calculation methods for some indicators. To improve the 

framework for actual use, it is desirable that some ambiguous points, like how to avoid or accommodate 

overlapping, are to be made clearer before information submission by Parties. 

 

Grasping OOF on biodiversity, private and market financial flows accurately is a difficult task. There are 

also uncertainties on what kind of information Parties should provide, for indicators 14 and 15 related to 

the Nagoya Protocol. Consequently, further consideration and elaboration are needed for filling out items 

of the present Framework, and information gathering should be initiated after its further revision. Specific 

examples should also be presented as much as possible on the information to be provided for each 

indicator. 

 

The section on ñinformation needed for the indicators and rational for the reporting framework (III)ò 

suggests the idea of dividing the Preliminary Reporting Framework into several sections. Although this 

method as a whole is considered useful for Parties, further improvement is necessary because Parties may 

not be able to effectively fill out all the sections of the Framework. As for the item 4.2.1, it is difficult to 

define subsidies harmful to biodiversity as ñremoved, reformed or phased outò. Although the tool has 

been prepared by OECD for the purpose of identifying harmful subsidies, this is not ready for an 

immediate use to smoothly submit information on strategy for resource mobilization. Thus, an additional 

study should be conducted for incorporating existing tools into the Reporting Framework. It should be 

also noted that there is a dialogue on fishery subsidies in the WTO regime. 
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Taking such an ongoing dialogue into account, fishery subsidies need to be excluded. It seems that there 

are some other issues, for which coordination with other conventions and frameworks is needed. As to the 

item 4.2. and 4.4., additional information is needed, together with specific examples, in order to judge 

what information is required. 

On the section of ñcategorization of biodiversity activities to identify funding (IV)ò, reporting framework 

is divided into the categories from A to D. If this newly introduced classification becomes a part of the 

Framework, there are some points for Parties to discuss and decide what kinds of categories are needed, 

and how to utilize categorized information. ñ5. Activity Classificationò in the reporting framework mixes 

up the actor-based information with the activity-based information. Japan considers that whether actors 

are ñenvironmental agenciesò or not in ñDefault Descriptionò of the categories A to D has little to do with 

identifying activities of CBD and the Strategic Plan. More acceptable definitions of categories need to be 

formulated through discussion among Parties. There are also overlaps between Category D and A or C, 

and these overlaps need to be solved before utilizing the Framework. 

 

On the section of ñimplementation guidance (V)ò, there are many ambiguous points in the òinstitutional 

mappingò on its structure and who is to prepare it. In addition, to make the ñimplementation guidanceò an 

effective tool to avoid overlapping in counting, specific examples of other treaties need to be provided. 

On the section of ñconsideration of baseline (VI)ò, Japan is of the opinion that it is desirable to set the 

ñbaseline periodò rather than ñbaseline yearò in order to ñavoid the results being overly influenced by 

conditions that may exist in any one yearò. If Parties are required to gather multi-year information, the 

process will become more complicated and burdensome, for the process of collecting data imposes an 

enormous burden on Parties. 

 

There is a trade-off between accuracy of data and its collecting cost. Therefore, it is advisable to have 

sufficient discussion on deciding whether baseline years have satisfaction ground and whether employing 

ñbaseline yearsò is appropriate or not. Enough consideration should also be given to the adequacy of the 

Reporting Framework and categorization. 

 

On the section of ñnext steps and related initiatives (VII)ò, Japan considers that it will be a heavy 

administrative burden to submit information by using the present Preliminary Reporting Framework. 

Considering that works on the strategic resource mobilization are at its initial step, current framework 

needs several annotations indicating that, for some items, Parties can submit report with blank cells in the 

reporting framework, if they think that the definition of item is obscure. To avoid insufficient 

consequence, Parties and CBD secretariat have to work on the refinement toward an ideal Reporting 

Framework in an appropriate forum including the WGRI-4 and COP11. 
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NORWAY, RECEIVED ON 22 DECEMBER 2011 
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MYANMAR, RECEIVED ON  JUNE 22, 2012 

 

3.1     -         National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP) has been prepared with the GEF 

financing US$ 103,000 in collaboration with UNEP. 

          -         In 2010, the projects on Biodiversity Conservation and Promoting Protected Area 

Management were implemented in Inlay Lake Wildlife Sanctuary, Indawgui Lake Wildlife Sanctuary, 

Lampi Marine National Park and Alaungdaw Kathapa National Park with US$ 43,600 contribution from 

ASEAN CENTER For BIODIVERSITY (ACB). 

          -         From 2007 to 2010 Inventory Project on Myanmar amphibians and reptiles was completed in 

collaboration with the California Academy of Sciences (CAS) of the United States of America with the 

financial assistance of US$ 71922.27. 

          -         The USA based Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS) of country programme spent some 

US$ 397928 for biodiversity conservation from 2007 to 2010 in Myanmar. 

          -         Italy based INSTITUTO OIKS spent some £ or EUR 50820 in Lampi Marine National Park 

for biodiversity conservation. 

3.7     Myanmar spent average of US$ (0.858) million every year for biodiversity conservation from 2007-

2010. 
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ETHIOPIA, RECEIVED O N 29 JUNE 2012 

 

PRELIMINARY REPORTING FRAMEWORK ( Microsoft ward 2007) 

 

I . INTRODUCTION  

 

Ethiopian Institute of Biodiversity Conservation has filed the   Preliminary Reporting Framework sent 

by the CBD Secretariat intended to be used by Parties in the period 2011-2012 for 

Providing data on resource mobilization according to the indicators adopted in decision X/3.  

IBC Ethiopia has   provided resource mobilization data for the period of 2006 to 2010 years and showed 

un average on 2010.  

 

The average data for the year 2010 for regions and municipals financial data is not available and we here 

with provide you with the best estimate. 

 

Ethiopiaôs financial year is July to June. But we reported this report  in Gregorian calendar. The currency 

used for this report is US Dollars. Because of the data limitation most of the figures are based on best 

estimates. 

  

Identification of respondent 

Country:  Ethiopia Name of respondent: Tesfaye Bidika  

 

Please indicate on whose behalf this is being 

completed: IBC Director General, Dr. 

Gemedo Dale. 

 

National Focal Point 

o Focal point for resource mobilization 

o Other. Please specify: Planning and 

programming Department Directorate 

Director. 

 

Title and Department of respondent : 

 

Planning and programming Department 

Directorate Director 

 

Organization of respondent: IBC,  Ethiopia 

 

 

Email address: teseba@yahoo.co.uk  

Telephone contact: 251  0922836772 

 

 

Date of completion and submission of 

completed 

framework: June 29, 2012 

 

 

  

 

1. Information on International Flows of Financial Resources 

This section of the Framework relates to the flows of financial resources from ODA sources to 

Ethiopia. The amount of resources provided in support of biodiversity in Ethiopia through ODA, other 

public funds, private/market mechanisms are estimated as below. 

 

Data provided are for multiple years 2006-2010, but the average is used. 
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Year:  2010       Currency: USD 

 

Year   (2010) 

average (2006-

2010)        

Currency   USD (in thousands)0 

 

 

Type of financial 

flows 

Activity categories  

Total 

 

 Category A: 

Biodiversity 

protection 

 

Category B: 

Policy 

development 

and 

administration 

 

 

Category C: 

Sustainable use 

and management. 

Category D: 

Sustainable 

production and 

consumption 

 

 

 

 Amoun

t 

 

Confid

ence 

 

Amoun

t 

 

Confid

ence 

 

Amount 

 

Confid

ence 

 

Amou

nt 

 

Confide

nce 

 

Amount 

 

Confid

ence 

 

1.1Offic

ial 

Develop

ment 

Assistan

ce 

1.1.1 

Bilater

al 

 

460000 mediu

m 

300000 mediu

m 

457680 mediu

m 

25000

0 

medium 1467680 med

ium 

1.1.2 

Multila

teral 

 

800000 mediu

m 

400000 mediu

m 

603800 mediu

m 

30000

0 

medium 2103800 med

ium 

1.2 Other public 

funds 
20000 low 10000 low 5000 low 5000 low 40000 low 

1.3 Private/ 

Market 

 

No 

data 

 No 

data 

 No data  No 

data 

 No data  

1.4 Not for profit 

organizations 
25000 low 20000 low 10000 low 12000 low 67000 low 

Total:  

 

130500

0 

 730000  1076480  56700

0 

 3,678,48

0 

 

Comments: 

 

Getting data in these category is limited/or none existence. Therefore, it is the combination of 

existing  data  and  estimates used to produce these data    

 

 

2. Information on the Availability of Financial Resources in Ethiopia. 

Financial resources that were available to implement the Convention and its Strategic Plan in Ethiopia 

from local sources  during  the 2006- 2010 period ,but an estimated average  for 2010 is as follows.  

 

Year: 2010 Average  Currency USD  

Source Activity categories4  

Total/year 2010 

average/ 

 

Category A: 

Biodiversity 

Category B: 

Policy 

Category C: 

Sustainable 

Category D: 

Sustainable 
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protection 

 

development 

and 

administration 

 

 

use 

and 

management. 

production 

and 

consumption 

 

 

Amoun

t in 

thousa

nd  

 

Conf

idenc

e 

 

Amoun

t 

in 

thousa

nd 

Confi

dence 

 

Amoun

t 

in 

thousa

nd 

Con

fide

nce 

 

Amoun

t 

in 

thousa

nd 

Conf

idenc

e 

 

Amoun

t 

in 

thousa

nd 

Confi

dence 

 

2.1: 

Govern

ment 

budget

s 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.1.1 

Central 

 

1500. high 1000. high 1750. high 1500. high 5750 high 

 2.1.2 

State/Provi

ncial 

(estimate) 

500 low 200. low 550. low 340. low 1590 low 

2.2 .3 

local/Muni

cipal 

 

160 

 

 

low 140 low 200 low 102 low 602 low 

2.2 Private/ Market 

 

20 low 15 low 25 low 30 low 90 low 

2.3 Other (NGOs, 

foundation, and 

academia) 

 

140 low 160 low 120 low 180 low 600 low 

Total:  

 

2320  1515  2645  2152  8632  

Comments: the regions and municipal financial resource used for biodiversity conservation is 

estimated. There is no record for the amount used for any of the categories. 

 

 

 

 

3. Information on the steps being taken to implement the strategy for resource mobilization 

This section of the Framework addresses initiatives which are important in enabling access to 

financial resources for biodiversity activities.  

Our country has implemented some of the activities, but no recorded data found.  

 

Steps  Year 

initiated/  

completed 

Description of 

support 

received for the 

step 

(if applicable) 

 

Results 

achieved 

(if  

applicable 

 

3.1 Assessments 

of the values of 

biodiversity 

No  data 

 

No  data 

 

 No  data 

 

 

3.2 No data No  data  No  data  
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Identification 

and reporting 

funding 

needs, funding 

gaps and 

funding 

priorities 

 

  

3.3 

Development of 

national 

financial 

plans for 

biodiversity 

 

No  data 

 

No  data 

 

 No  data 

 

 

3.4 Integrated 

consideration of 

biodiversity and 

ecosystem 

services in 

development 

plans and 

strategies 

 

No  data 

 

No  data 

 

 No  data 

 

 

3.5 Country 

integrated 

consideration of 

biodiversity and 

ecosystem 

services in 

national budgets 

 

No data 

 

No  data 

 

 No  data 

 

 

 Comments: even though some activities are undertaken there is no data which 

shows the activities implemented.  

 

4. Information on Specific Issues Related to Resource Availability 

This section of the Framework contains questions related to several specific issues including: technical 

cooperation; South-South cooperation; innovative financial mechanisms; and access and benefit sharing. 

 

4.1: Technical cooperation, capacity building and South-South Cooperation/Developed countries/ 

There is no data to fill the table. /or not applicable/ 

 

Year: 2006-2010/ 2010 estimated average                           Currency: USD 

 

Type of initiative  Number Amount Confidence Description 

 

4.1.1 North-South 

technical 

cooperation and 

capacity building 
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provided 

 

4.1.2 Support to 

South-South 

technical 

cooperation 

& capacity-

building through 

triangular 

cooperation 

 

    

Comments: 

 

Not applicable 

 

 

In order to indicate the number of technical cooperation and capacity building initiatives that 

support biodiversity from which we have received resources and the numbers of initiatives that 

have been financed by our country. There is no data to fill the table, but we put estimates. 

 

Year:                           Currency: 

 

Type of initiative Number Amount Confidence Description 

 

4.1.3 North-South 

technical 

cooperation and 

capacity building 

received 

 

4/Estimated/ 

 

1000,000 

 

low Capacity building ; 

Experience 

exchange  

 

4.1.4 South-South 

technical 

cooperation & 

capacity 

building received 

from other 

developing 

countries 

6/Estimated/ 
 

750,000 

 
low Capacity building ; 

Experience 

exchange  

 

4.1.5 South-South 

technical 

cooperation and 

capacity building - 

Provided 

17 

 

8/Estimated/ 

 

1200,000 

 

low Capacity building ; 

Experience 

exchange  

 

Comments: this is estimate 

 

 

4.2 Resources raised through reform of incentives and subsidies: There is no data to fill the  table. 

 

Year:  2006- 2010    Average                                                           Currency: 

 



UNEP/CBD/COP/11/14/INF/6 

Page 60 

 

/é 

Incentives Value Description 

4.2.1 Removed, reformed or 

phased-out 
No data No data 

4.2.2 Positive incentives 

24 introduced 
No data No data 

Comments : No data  

 

 

 

4.3 New and innovative financial mechanism;   

Year:    2010 estimated average                                      Currency: USD  

 

Type of Initiative 

 
Amount How the intrinsic 

and all other 

values 

of biodiversity 

have been 

reflected 

Description 

 

Biodiversity 

Planning 

350,000  o NBASP 

development 

o CHM related 

activities 

Access and Benefit Sharing  

of Genetic Resources 

300,000  ABS frameworks 

Safeguarding 

biodiversity 

2,000,000  o in situ/ex situ 

conservation 

o Protected areas 

o Maintaining genetic 

diversity 

o Addressing threats 

from invasive alien 

species 

o Addressing threats 

to specific 

ecosystems and/or 

species 

Sustainable management of 

ecosystems 

850,000  o Sectoral measures 

to promote 

biodiversity 

conservation and 

sustainable use within 

productive sectors 

(agriculture, forestry, 

aquaculture, fisheries, 

etc) 

o Sectoral measures 

to conserve water 

and prevent pollution 

Measures in the 

wider economy and 

500,000  o Planning, fiscal 

and regularity 
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society measures to promote 

sustainable 

consumption and 

production 

o Broad scale public 

awareness and 

education measures 

Total  4000000   

    

 

4.4 Access and benefit sharing of genetic resources initiatives and mechanisms consistent with the 

Convention 

Please indicate the number of access and benefit sharing of genetic resources initiatives and 

Mechanisms your country has undertaken that enhance resource mobilization: 

 

Initiative  Description (including how resource mobilization is enhanced) 

 

  

  

  

Comments: 

 

Data  shortage  

 

 

5. Activity Classification 

For the resource classification mentioned in sections 1 and 2 above please indicate which types of 

initiatives you have considered under each category. A brief description of each of the categories as 

well as an indicative list of the actions that could be considered under each category is provided below. 

Please select all that apply. Please also list any additional activities considered under each category. 

 

 Activity classification 

 

 Category A Category B Category C Category D 

 

 

 

Default 

Description 

 

Activities 

where 

biodiversity 

protection 

is the main 

purpose, 

such as 

activities 

funded by 

environmental 

agencies that 

directly 

and 

intentionally 

impact 

biodiversity. 

Activities 

related to 

policy 

development 

and 

administration 

carried out in 

part or 

entirely by 

environmental 

agencies 

Activities 

related to 

Articles 6-9 

and 12-21 

of the 

Activities 

related to 

sustainable use 

and 

sustainable 

management 

that 

have co-

benefits for 

biodiversity. 

Activities 

under this 

category 

would 

generally be 

lead by 

Activities 

related to 

sustainable 

production and 

consumption 

where 

the 

responsibility 

lies 

with multiple 

government 

entities, 

the private 

sector and 

the general 

public. 
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Activities 

related to 

Articles 6-9 

and 12-21 

of the 

Convention as 

well Targets 9, 

11-13 

and16-20 of 

the 

Strategic Plan 

 

Convention as 

well Targets 9, 

11-13 

and16-20 of 

the 

Strategic Plan 

 

agencies 

outside of the 

environmental 

sector 

Activities 

related to 

Articles 8, 10 

and 11 

of the 

Convention as 

well Targets 5-

8, 10, 

14 and 15 of 

the 

Strategic Plan 

 

Activities 

related to 

Articles 11 and 

12- 

21of the 

Convention 

as well Targets 

1-4 of 

the Strategic 

Plan 

 

Activities 

considered 

(Please check 

those that 

apply) 

Safeguarding 

biodiversity 

 

Safeguarding 

biodiversity 

 in situ/ex situ 

conservation 

o Protected 

areas 

o Maintaining 

genetic 

diversity 

o Addressing 

threats 

from invasive 

alien 

species 

o Addressing 

threats 

to specific 

ecosystems 

and/or 

species 

 

Biodiversity 

Planning 

o NBASP 

development 

o CHM related 

activities 

Access and 

Benefit 

Sharing of 

Genetic 

Resources 

o ABS 

frameworks 

 

Biosafety 

o Biosafety 

frameworks 

Sustainable 

management 

of 

ecosystems 

o Sectoral 

measures 

to promote 

biodiversity 

conservation 

and 

sustainable use 

within 

productive 

sectors 

(agriculture, 

forestry, 

aquaculture, 

fisheries, 

etc) 

o Sectoral 

measures 

to conserve 

water 

and prevent 

pollution 

Land use and 

climate 

related 

activities 

o Managing 

land use 

to protect 

biodiversity, 

mitigate 

climate 

Measures in 

the 

wider 

economy and 

society 

o Planning, 

fiscal 

and regularity 

measures to 

promote 

sustainable 

consumption 

and 

production 

o Broad scale 

public 

awareness and 

education 

measures 
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change and 

increase 

resilience 

 

Additional  

activities 

(Please add 

additional 

activities not 

already 

included in the 

row above) 

 

 

     

 

Appendix HOW THE INDICATORS CONTAINED IN DECISION X/3 ARE COVERED BY THE 

DATA  FIELDS IN THE PRELIMINARY REPORTING FRAMEWORK  

Indicators from decision X/3 
 

Relevant 
data field in 
the 
reporting 
framework 

Explanation and further notes 

1. 
Aggregated 
financial 
flows, in the 
amount and 
where 
relevant 
percentage, 
of 
biodiversity-
related 
funding, per 
annum, for 
achieving 
the 
/ƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΩǎ 
three 
objectives, 
in a manner 
that avoids 
double 
counting, 
both in total 
and in, inter 

(a) Official 
Development 
Assistance (ODA); 

1.1 1.1 Includes bilateral (1.1.1) and 
multilateral 
(1.1.2) 

(b) Domestic budgets 
at all levels 

2.1 2.1 Includes government agencies and 
other publically funded entities at three 
levels of government: 
central/national/federal (2.1.1), 
state/provincial (2.1.2) and 
local/municipal (2.1.3). 

(c) Private sector; 2.2 and 1.3 2.2 indicates total available from 
private/market sources; 1.3 indicates 
international flows of private/market 
resources 

(d) Non-governmental 
organizations, 
foundations, and 
academia 

2.3 and 1.4 2.3 indicates total available from non 
profit organizations not already included 
above; 
1.4 indicates international flows of such 
resources 

(e) International 
financial institutions; 

1.1.1 
 

.1.1 Included within multilateral ODA. 
This date from countries will be 
supplemented by information to be 
gathered by the CBD Secretariat from 
the organizations concerned and made 
available to Parties for their review 
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Indicators from decision X/3 
 

Relevant 
data field in 
the 
reporting 
framework 

Explanation and further notes 

alia, the 
following 
categories: 

f) United Nations 
organizations, funds 
and programmes 

1.1.1  

(g) Non-ODA public 
funding; 1.2 

1.2  

(h) South-South 
cooperation initiatives 

4.1  

(i) Technical 
cooperation; 

4.1  

2. Number 
of countries 
that have: 
 

(a) Assessed values of 
biodiversity, in 
accordance with the 
Convention; 

3.1  

(b) Identified and 
reported funding 
needs, gaps and 
priorities 

3.2  

(c) Developed national 
financial plans for 
biodiversity; 

3.3  

(d) Been provided 
with the necessary 
funding and capacity 
building to undertake 
the above activities 

3  

2(less 1) Includes all 
domestic 
sources (2.1 
+ 2.2 +2.3) 
less, for 
developing 
countries, 
that 
received 
from other 
countries 
(1) 

 

3. Amount of domestic financial   
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Indicators from decision X/3 
 

Relevant 
data field in 
the 
reporting 
framework 

Explanation and further notes 

support, per annum, in respect of 
those domestic activities which are 
intended to achieve the objectives of 
this Convention; 

4. Amount of funding provided 
through the Global Environment 
Facility and allocated to biodiversity 
focal area; 

None Global indicator ς Information to be 
gathered by the CBD Secretariat from 
GEF Secretariat and made available to 
Parties for their review 

рΦ [ŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ /.5 ŀƴŘ tŀǊǘƛŜǎΩ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ 
to other financial institutions that 
promote replication and scaling-up of 
relevant successful financial 
mechanisms and instruments; 

None Global indicator ς Information to be 
gathered by the CBD Secretariat and 
made available to Parties for their 
review 

6. Number of international financing 
institutions, United Nations 
organizations, funds and 
programmes, and the development 
agencies that report to the 
Development Assistance Committee 
of Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development 
(OECD/DAC), with biodiversity and 
associated ecosystem services as a 
cross-cutting policy 

None Global indicator ς Information to be 
gathered by the CBD Secretariat from 
the institutions concerned and made 
available to Parties for their review 

7. Number of Parties that integrate 
considerations on biological diversity 
and its associated ecosystem services 
in development plans, strategies and 
budgets; 

3.4 and 3.5 
 

 

8. Number of South-South 
cooperation initiatives conducted by 
developing country Parties and those 
that may be supported by other 
Parties and relevant partners, as a 
complement to necessary North-
South cooperation; 

4.1  

9. Amount and number of South-
South and North-South technical 

4.1  
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Indicators from decision X/3 
 

Relevant 
data field in 
the 
reporting 
framework 

Explanation and further notes 

cooperation and capacity-building 
initiatives that support biodiversity; 

10. Number of global initiatives that 
heighten awareness on the need for 
resource mobilization for biodiversity; 

None Global indicator ς Information to be 
gathered by the CBD Secretariat and 
made available to Parties for their 
review 

11. Amount of financial resources 
from all sources from developed 
countries to developing countries to 
contribute to achieving the 
/ƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΤ 

1 These two indicators are regarded as 
equivalent for the period of Strategic 
Plan 2011τ2020. 

12. Amount of financial resources 
from all sources from developed 
countries to developing countries 
towards the implementation of the 
Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-
2020; 

1  

13. Resources mobilized from the 
removal, reform or phase-out of 
incentives, including subsidies, 
harmful to biodiversity, which could 
be used for the promotion of positive 
incentives, including but not limited 
to innovative financial mechanisms, 
that are consistent and in harmony 
with the Convention and other 
international obligations, taking into 
account national social and economic 
conditions; 

4.2  

14. Number of initiatives, and 
respective amounts, supplementary 
to the financial mechanism 
established under Article 21, that 
engage Parties and relevant 
organizations in new and innovative 
financial mechanisms, which consider 
intrinsic values and all other values of 
biodiversity, in accordance with the 

4.3  
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Indicators from decision X/3 
 

Relevant 
data field in 
the 
reporting 
framework 

Explanation and further notes 

objectives of the Convention and the 
Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic 
Resources and the Fair and Equitable 
Sharing of the Benefits Arising out of 
Their Utilization; 
15. Number of access and benefit-
sharing initiatives and mechanisms, 
consistent with the Convention and, 
when in effect, with the Nagoya 
Protocol on Access to Genetic 
Resources and the Fair and Equitable 
4.4Sharing of the Benefits Arising out 
of Their Utilization, including 
awareness-raising, that enhance 
resource mobilization; 
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NORWAY, RECEIVED ON 29 JUNE 2012 
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EUROPEAN UNION AND MEMBER STATES, RECEIVED ON 6 JULY 2012 

 

EU submission to the CBD notification 2012Ȥ023 on Methodological 
and Implementation Guidance for the 'Indicators for Monitoring the 

Implementation of the Convention's Strategy for resources 
Mobilization'. 
6 July 2012 

 
The submission for this Notification has a mixed format. The common EU chapeau contains the 
EU views and general statements, followed by individual inputs from Member States. 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
The EU and its Member States are committed to providing robust information on mobilisation of 
resources within the EU to the extent that is possible. We believe this is important information for all 
Parties to provide to support the discussion on resource mobilisation in Hyderabad. 
 
This submission addresses both contributions from the EU budget and from individual EU Member 
States. Information on the national budgets of several Member States is included in annex. EU Member 
{ǘŀǘŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ ŦƻǊ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ нллсπнлмл 
yearly average has not always been possible at national level, and the years or periods of years chosen 
for reporting differ across countries depending on data availability. This makes it difficult to compile and 
compare the data. As many details as possible are provided on each methodology for the sake of 
transparency and to account for possible differences. These issues might be addressed through further 
iterations of this process. The EU stresses that continued efforts will be made to further refine 
ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎΣ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƎǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /.5 ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƻƴπƎoing work on the 
ǳǘƛƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ h9/5π5!/ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ wƛƻπƳŀǊƪŜǊǎΦ 
 
The Rio marker, including the marker on biodiversity, are qualitative and intended to help the 
monitoring the aid targeting the objectives of the CBD. Given that the common guidelines for the 
methodology to account for the quantitative amounts for biodiversity support is are still to be 
developed, the data provided might still be difficult to be compared. The development of 
methodological guidance, in accordance with the invitation made to the OECD/DAC by paragraph 12 of 
Decision X/3 of the CBD, would be needed in order to ensure solid and robust information on 
biodiversityπǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ h5!Φ 
 
vǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅπǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ h5! ƘŀǾŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǎƛƴŎŜ нллсΦ 
 
2. EU BUDGET 
This part of the submission focuses on resources within the EU budget. Identifying biodiversityrelated 
expenses is only possible to a limitŜŘ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛƴƎ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ όнллтπнлмоύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
figures provided below have therefore a low level of confidence. This should be seen as a first attempt 
to apply the Preliminary Reporting Framework, to be improved in future exercises. The European 
/ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ ǘƻ ǘǊŀŎƪ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅπǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ŜȄǇŜƴǎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ 9¦ 
ōǳŘƎŜǘ όнлмпπнлнлύΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŜƭǇ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅΦ 
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